ATTACHMENT J-3

NEPA/404 STEPS, AGREEMENTS, CONCURRENCES, ETC.

This attachment contains the following materials.

o January 29, 2004 letter from the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on the project purpose
and need (2 pages)

o January 30, 2004 letter from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) to FHWA on the project purpose and need (2 pages)

e October 18, 2004 letter from the USACE to FHWA on the alignment alternatives
(2 pages)

e November 4, 2004 letter from the USEPA to FHWA on the alignment alternatives
(3 pages)

e October 19, 2005 letter from FHWA to the USACE requesting agreement on the
range of alternatives (10 pages)

e October 19, 2005 letter from FHWA to the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) requesting agreement on the range of alternatives (10 pages)

e October 19, 2005 letter from FHWA to the USEPA requesting agreement on the
range of alternatives (10 pages)

e November 28, 2005 letter from USEPA to FHWA on preliminary agreement on
the range of alternatives (2 pages)

e December 8, 2005 letter from USACE to FHWA on preliminary agreement on the
range of alternatives (1 page)

e December 9, 2005 letter from USFWS to FHWA on preliminary agreement on the
range of alternatives (2 pages)

¢ September 28, 2007 letter from FHWA to the USACE regarding final agreement
on the range of alternatives (5 pages)

e September 28, 2007 letter from FHWA to the USEPA regarding final agreement
on the range of alternatives (5 pages)

e September 28, 2007 letter from FHWA to the USFWS regarding final agreement
on the range of alternatives (5 pages)

o November 6, 2007 letter from the USFWS to FHWA regarding agreement on the
range of alternatives (3 pages)

e December 14, 2007 letter from the USACE to FHWA regarding agreement on the
range of alternatives (2 pages)

Mid County Parkway Final EIR/EIS and Final Section 4(f) Evaiuation



Appendix J Supplemenial Chapter 5 Attachments

e December 14, 2007 letter from the USEPA to FHWA regarding agreement on the
range of alternatives (2 pages)

e  April 10, 2008 letter from the USACE to RCTC regarding jurisdictional waters
(20 pages)

e June 22, 2010 letter from Caltrans to USEPA requesting agreement/disagreement
on the purpose and need for the Mid County parkway project (2 pages)

e June 22, 2010 letter from Caltrans to USACE requesting agreement/disagreement
on the purpose and need for the Mid County parkway project (2 pages)

o June 22, 2010 letter from Caltrans to USFWS requesting agreement/disagreement
on the purpose and need for the Mid County parkway project (2 pages)

e Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need — Modified MCP (34 pages)

e July 15, 2010 letter from USACE to Caltrans regarding agreement/disagreement
on the purpose and need for the Mid County Parkway project (2 pages)

e July 19, 2010 letter from USFWS to Caltrans regarding agreement/disagreement
on the purpose and need for the Mid County Parkway project (2 pages)

e July 21, 2010 letter from USEPA to Caltrans regarding agreement/disagreement
on the purpose and need for the Mid County Parkway project (2 pages)

e December 20, 2010 letter from Caltrans to USACE requesting agreement on the
modified range of alternatives (2 pages and the same 17 pages of attachments
provided with the December 20, 2010 letter to USFWS, below)

e December 20, 2010 letter from Caltrans to USEPA requesting agreement on the
modified range of alternatives (2 pages and the same 17 pages of attachments
provided with the December 20, 2010 letter to USFWS, below)

e December 20, 2010 letter from Caltrans to USFWS requesting agreement on the
modified range of alternatives (2 pages and 17 pages of attachments)

e January 31, 2011 letter from USEPA to FHWA regarding agreement with the
modified range of alternatives (1 page)

e January 31, 2011 letter from USACE to Caltrans regarding agreement with the
modified range of alternatives (2 pages)

e January 28, 2011 letter from USFWS to Caltrans regarding agreement with the
modified range of alternatives (2 pages)

e December 18, 2013 USACE approval of the Jurisdictional Delineation (8 pages)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80053-2325

January 29, 2004

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

Mr. David A. Nicol

Acting Division Adrministrator ] : . E @ E [I w IE

0.8, Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration L
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100 FEB 02 2004
Sacramento, California 95814 VERSIDE COUNTY

: TRANSRIFORTAHON COMMISSION
Dear Mr, Nicol:

"This letter xesponds to your January 13, 2004 request for the U.8. Army Corps of Engineers to
provide our written concurrence on the Purpose and Need Statement for the Community and
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) Caj alco-Ramona Corridor (CRC) project
located in westemn Riverside County, California, Our formal concurrence is being sought by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans pursuant to the 1994 Califomnia National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA)/Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) Integration Process Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU). Once approved, the CRC purpose statement will also serve as the Corps’
“overall project purpose™ and accordingly, will be used to help identify practicable alternatives for
evaluation in the draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). The

" purpose statement proposes the following language:

“The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a transportation facility that will effectively and
efficiently accommodate regional east-west movement of people and goods between and Ikrough San
Jacinto, Perris, and Corona, More specg‘ically, the selected altematzve will:

o FProvide increased capacity to suppor! the forecast travel demand far the 2030 design year:
o Provide limited access;

o Provide roadway geometrics to meet State highway design standards; .
o Accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) National Network for oversized
trucks;

s Provide a facility that is compatible with a _fiture multimodal transportation system.”

Tt is our détz_ai‘mination that the concemns raised by the Corps during the CRC interagency Small
Working Group meetings and in our written comments on earlier draft versions have been adequately

A1.48.8




addressed in the final statement. Therefore, in accordance with the procedures set forth in the MOU we
offer our concutrence on the CRC Purpose and Need Statement. If you have any questions, please

contact Ms, Susan A, DeSaddi of my staff at (213) 452-3412 or at susan a desaddi@usace srmy.mil,

Smcerely,

0250, an)

Aaron O. Allen, Ph.D.
Acting Chicf, Regulatory Branch

Copies Furnished:

.S, Environmental Protection Agency (Mike Schulz, Steven Iohn, Elizabeth Vambagen)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Doreen Stadtlander} -

Riverside County Transportation Commission (Cathy Bechtel)

County of Riverside Transportation & Land Munagement Agency (thhard 1.ashbrook)
Caltrans (William Mosby)

California Department of Rish & Game (Scott Dawson)
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January 30, 2004-
Travid Nicol
Acting Division Adminjstrutor
Fedsral Higbway Administration
650 Capitl Mall, Svite 4-100
Sacramento, DA 95814
Subject: Concurrence on the Purpose and Need for the Cajaico Ramena Corridor Projest; '

Riverside County, California

Doar M. Nicol:

This responds (o your lettes of January 13, 2004, tequesting concutrence from the
Envirenmental Protection Aggncy (IPA) on the Puipose and INeed for the Cajalco Ramona
Cotridor, This project is part of Riverside County’s Community and Fnvironmental ‘
Transportation Acceptability Process {(CETAP). The request is pursuanl {o Appendix A of the
National Bnvironmental Poliey Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Progess

semorandum of Understanding (NEFPA/404 MOU).

EPA coneurs with the project Purpose and Need as presented in the document entitled,
“(ajalco Ramona Corridor Statement of Purpose and Need.” dated January 9, 2004, We support

. the congisc purposs siatetnent presented below, which will be nsed to help develop and seieen
o ihe sltepnatives for further cvalnation in an epvironmental impact statement. ‘

The ptirpose of the proposed action is 1o provide a transportation facility that will
effectively and efficiently arepmmodate regional east-west movement of people and goods
petween and through San Jacinio, Parris, and Corona.

More specifically, the selected alrernaiive will

s Provide increased capacity to support the forecast travel demand for the 2038
design year.

e Provide limited access.

o - Provide roadway geometrics to meel State highway design-standards.

. Accommadate Surfece Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) National Nelwork
for oversized trucks. - : .

. Provide a facility that is compazible with a future multimodal transportation
systent. ) ‘

Frinted or Recyeled Paper
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
2.0 BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA S0053-2325
Qctober 13, 2004

REPLY 10
ATTENTION OF:
Office of the Chief E @ E I] V E
Regulatory Branch : :

sualony - 0CT 2 12004

' TY
o S eson

Mr. Gene K. Fong

Division Adminisirator

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration, California Division
6350 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Fong;

This Jetter is in response to your request for our preliminary agreement on the proposed
alignment alternatives for the Mid-County Parkway (MCP)/Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Frocess (CETAP) project located in western Riverside County,
California. Eight alignment alternatives, including the No Action/No Project, have been

. developed based on existing environmental and en gineering constraints occurring within the
study area. It is our undetstanding these alignment alternatives will be presented to the public
during the upcoming envirommental scoping process in support of the deaft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.

Based on the Alignment Alternatives Narrative, Summary Table, and maps enclosed in
your September 20, 2004 request letter, we offer our preliminary agreement on the proposed
alignment alternatives pursuant to the provisions of the 1994 National Environmental Policy Act-
Clean Water Act Section 404 Infegration Process Memorandum of Understanding.

T am forwarding copies of this letter to U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, Mike
Schulz, Southern California Field Office, 600 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1460, Los Angeles,
California 90017; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice, Doreen Stadtiander, Fcological Services, 6010
Hidden Valley Road, Carlsbad, California 92009; Caltrans, District 8, Bill Mosby, 464 West
Fourth Street, San Bernardino, California 92401; and Riverside County Transportation
Commission, Cathy Bechtel, 4080 Lemon Sireet, Riverside, California, 92502-2208.

B.1.9




‘We look forward to our continued involverent with the MCFP/CETAP project. If you have
any questions, please contact me at (213) 452-3962 or your staff may contact Ms. Susan A.
Meyer of my staff at (213) 452-3412. Please refer to this letiex and 200100537-SAM in your
reply.

Sincerely,

1M

John V. u;nther .
Lientenant Colonel, US Army
Acting District Engineer




2T, - | L 69805 CB

UNWED STATES ENViRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY
» mmt‘-' ' REGION IX

. 75 Hawthome Strest
' San Francisen, CA 24105-3901

&*\Téme
ﬁ‘"mauﬁ‘

. .November 4, 2004

EcEvey

Gene Fong -

Divizion Administrator : N ']

Federal Highway Administration . D RS ’ flﬂ,% o
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100 . - ORrATI [COMMISSION
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Preliminary Agreement on the Range of Ahgnment Alternatives for the Mld—

County Parkway, Riverside County, California

‘ Dcaer Pong

This responds to your letter of September 20, 2004, requesting preliminary agreement
from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the Range of Alignment Alternatives for
the Mid-County Parkway, This project is part of Riverside County’s Community and
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) and was formerly referred to as
the Cajalco Ramona Corridor. The request is pursvant to Appendix A of the National
Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Séction 404 Integration Process Memorandum of -
Understanding (NEPA/404 MO, .

. EPA offers our preliminary agreement on the range of alternatives as thejv are presented in
* the document entitled, “Mid County Parkway (MCP) Draft Alignment Alternatives,” dated
(September 15, 2004), The document describes eight alternatives as follows:

Four alternatives would constriict a new six o ten-lane limited-access facility extending
from Intetstate 15 in the city of Corona in the west, to State Route 79 in the city of San
Jacinto in the east.

- Alternative 1 - North Lake Mathews/North Perris Alternative
Alternative 2 - North Lake Mathews/South Pertis Alternative
Alternative 3 - Scuth Lake Mathews/North Perris Alternative
Alternative 4 - South Lake Mathews/South Pertis Alternative

If Alternative 1 or 2 were built, in an alignment north of Lake Mathews, Cajalco Road is

- not-planned to be improved as part of this project. Similarly, if Alternatives 3 and 4 were
built, in an alignment south of Lake Mathews, El Sobrante Road wounld also not be part of
this project.

T Printed on Recycled Pa;.Jer )
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Two additional alternatives, 5 and 6, would construct'a new-six- to ten-lane limited-
access facility similar to Alternatives 1 through 4 (above) in the eastern half of the
corridor; and in the western haif, would construot arterial roads consistent with the design
concept and scope represented in the Riverside County General Plan Circulation Elenent
(2003), Thus, there would be a six-lane atterial road north of Lake Mathews and a four-
lane arterial road south of Lake Mathews. Both alternatives include upgradmg and
realigning the existing roads north and south of Lake Mathews. .

A]tematwe 5 - General Plan/North Perris Altematave
Alternative 6 - General Plan/South Perris Altemative

Two alternatives will be evaluated in which the proposed six- to ten-lane facility is not

constructed at all. Alternative 7,the Existing Conditions alternative, represents Ramona

Expressway, Cajalco Road, and El Sobrante Road as they exist today, but assuming other

arterial roads in the area are upgraded to what is represented in the Circulation Element.

Alternative 8, the General Plan Circulation Element Conditions alternative, is similar to

Alternative 7, but includes arterial improvements along the Ramona Expressway, Ca_]alco
- Road, and Bl Sobrante Road that are ldentlﬁcd in the ercuiatmn Element.

Altcmat:vc 7 - No Project/No Action — Existing Conditions Alternative
Alternative 8 - No Project/No Action — General Plan Circulation Element
Conditions Alternative .

Fuithermore, EPA agrees that the study should move forward to evaluate the proposed
interchange locations, as presented in “Mid County Parfovay (MCP) Draft Alignment
Alternatives,” which includes connecting with Interstates 15, 215, and State Route 79 ds well as
major artetials in the study area. We intend to examine the locations and impacts of the proposed
interchanges for our final concurrence on project alternatives, subsegiient to publication of the
Notice of Intent and during formal development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as
described in Appendix A of the NEPA!404 MOU,

As anext step in the process, EPA Jooks forward to continued participation in the
development of criteria for evaluating alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the selection of the least environrmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). As of
the subcommittee meeting that took place on October 20, 2004, this process is already underway.




Thank you for requesting our pre]munarj agreement on the range of alignment '
alternatives, under the NEPA/404 MOU. I you have any questions or comments, please feel free
~ to contact Matthew Lakin of my staff at (4135) 972-3851 or at Lakin. Matthaw@epa OV,

Sincerely,

Lisd B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office
. Crogs Media Division

Ce: Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission, RJvcrmde
Susan Meyer, Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles
Doreen Stadilander, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Catlsbad
Marie Petry, Caltrans District 8, San Bernardino
Tay Dam, Federal nghway Administration, Los Angeles
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A ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OFTRANSPORé@%D@ El WE

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATE

CALIFORNIA DIVISION OCT 24 2005
| 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramente, CA. 95814 Rl EQ??BE { U;_}p{n{

October 19,2005 TRANSPORTATIGH COMMISS IO

TH.REPLY REFER'IC

CHDACA -

I Fﬂe # Mad County Pa:kway Project
‘ : : Document # P53367
3
]
Col. Richard G. Thompson, District Engineer
U.S. Atmy Coips of Engineers
Los Angeles District
911 Wilshire Blvd,
" Los Angeles, CA 990017
Subject: Request for Preliminary Agreement on Revised Range of Alternatives for the Mid

! " County Parkway Project, Riverside County

1 Dear Col. Thompson:

The Federal Highway Administration. (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) have developed a
revised range of alternatives for the Mid County Parkway project {formerly known as Cajalco -
Ramona Comidor) in Riverside County, Pursnant to the National Environmental Policy
Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), and on the behalf of
the fransportation agencles FHWA requests preliminary agreement on the revised range of
altemamves, as shown in the enclosures.

The project team, through the efforts of the Small Working Group (SWG) and SWG

Subcommittee, originally identified eiglit altematives to be presented to the public and to public

agencies during the environimental scoping process, which was initiated in November, 2004.
These original eight altematives are stminarized in Attachment 1,

As a resnit of the public scoping process, initial engineeting and environmental studfes, value
anzlysis studies conducted by Caltrans, and input received from the Metropolitan Water District
and the State Department of Water Resources, FHWA and the transportation agencies are now
proposing a revised range of ahiematives to be evaluated in the environnienial technical studies
for the Mid County Parkway. The revised range of alternatives and the rationale for addition,
deletion, and modification to the original range of alternatives, along with maps of each
alternative is presented in Attachments 2, 3 and 4. Your agency has received a detailed package
of information documenting the environmental, enginecxing, and logistical considerations that
were made in developing the revised range of alternatives (information packages distributed by
RCTC’s consultants on August 10 and October 19, 2003).




FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC greatly appreciate your ongoing involvement in the Mid County
‘Parkway project. Fallowing your formal preliminary agreement on the revised range of
alternatives to be con51dered durmg the technical studiss, we look forward to continuing to work
with you in the analysis of projest altemnatives. At the conclusion of the technical studies,

" Chapters 1 and 2 (Purpose and Need and Project Alternatives, respectively) of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be circulated to the U.S. Ammy
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Semce for FmaiAgrcement on Purpose and Need, and Alternatives Selection. Final Agreement
1I s Tequired prior to the development and subsequent ciroulation of the draft EIS/EIR to the
public,

: i

We are requesting your agency’s written response on concurrence within 45 days in accordance
with the provisions of the MOU, If you have any questions, please contact Tay Darn, Senior
Projest Development Engineer, at (213) 202-3954 or Larry Vinzant, Senior Environmental
Specialist, at (916) 498-5040, You may also contact them via e-mail at tay.dam@fwha.dot.gov

and/or larry.vinzant@fhwa.dot. gov.

Sincerely,

For
Gene Fong
" Division Administrator




FOOL OquITDG

ngmgH&Zmﬁﬁi
JONTON .
I INTHHOVILY

el frrauasy Auma)) spsiaarg SUOHpUO])
. 917 JO JUSUIALT UOUR[MOALY) SY 0F BUIPIOOTE 1040l 1008 psuued oty wo ayyen cegz WAL UOMBNOIL) IO [
- SUIDJ Yoy Jreunife Amogon ¢ qys ‘proy oxmIqog [
 Ueld [mauen) Uy palenlead svm | Jo 35ea Anpiony ssoo0e PR[OfU00 SUR[-0 ] 01 - W2 Pile PROY ANRIGOS 17 JO I5oM ‘SIDUERI
EyM puodog saatesar Sonardu Jo spotpuanTy dOHSM | 93T IO YOS [R2010a S50 DA[jODUOD Stre]-i 8 PUB Smatiep 9427 JO o Aemssoidis oARRILINY
Aunoy Suumnbas o pospy prre osodm jsour Lepy SUB[-G T FUIBN[OUT ‘YR [BISUSD) papaien spiawgacadur [errae Jo wopmtumdry | “siiag tpnog ey [RIUS0) L
$tuag yEnom) iuourufire Atmton 2 yym ‘proy} MueIqeg i
. iR[d [B1UID) U pojeneAs sem | Jo iSes A3irony ssoo0w PI[[ONUOI UL[-H] 07 -3 UL PUz PROY SINRINOY [F JO 1594 SMSTIBIA
TegAL PUBASQ $9AIQ5I BULOBdUIL 10 SUDUPTIUTY JOHTA SHFTIO HINOS [ELAUE S5302 PI[IONUOD SUE]-p B DU ‘SMOLIEI OHET IO YHou Aeassardico DARBUINY
Kyanogy Guummbar Jnopis pasng pu ssoding 109u Lepy 9UE[-9 © SRIPNIOUT ‘Ue]e? [2IDUAL) Uy papnamt siuainaaordul; [eLoyie 10 uoneimsimarding | spis g quon el [mouen B
. wndut Sousfe pue : ‘Stusd ydnony; e DAYRLIDY[ Y SIS
‘svtpmys StsosmSus’ Fojuued [ZRan ySnony paguuspy AHSINGS pue ssatpepg ] JO Inos ijiouy ssanow pafjonuen SUe[-N{ 01 -3 Ye Apraoly HIneS/SMAULERy YT Yinog [
o adur LameSe pux | . st yFnomg: ustnuye SANBURY SLI Y
“sapprys SupomBus Buymreld jenin ySnong pogliepy | Apspou puw smsqe FIF1J0 BIGS £311a8] 552908 POJJONE0S U0 of -§ MR optacay | manyssomery e Yneg ¥
) ndur Ansie pue SUrg Yanosy uoundie © o DANRIINY surag
‘satpn1s Supeaudus ‘Fumerd penpm YSnonn peypuspy A[ISTHACS Pue SMIMRIY 3P 30 IO A[1aef $5000¢ pojfonUeD SUR-0 1 Q) -§ LT 3PIAGIg - TROG/SMIY IR 24T YUON £
: : duy £ouaSe pue ™~ stHag yEnong e PARUITY STHag
‘sapms Fupssuris Soneoerd renn yEnom pognuapg AUIUION puT SMatyeig o2 F JO Yuou K1iroes $e3008 parenuos SUEI-OT 0 -8 HESPIAOLT | ITON/SMDITENY OXBTT HUoN [
: . £®pol 15183 K91} ST MR pJuoM yorym ‘Aeaseordyg .
: RUOTIEY PR PYoRY 09jefe)) 0T 1d00xs JI0msU jaons poueld s uo oye gy UORYY OpAoafosy o [
SOMSSY/BMPIoY X0F HOSEIY -gondinssg SWEN Y ON TV
AMVIATAINS STATLY NIAL TV
JONTON
LINTWHIVLLY

IDFC0Ud AVANTYI ALNOD AN



SO0 s2q0)00

SEALS TYIINHIEL OINT VNG TAOW OL
SHALLVNILTY 20 XOVIAANS
TINTAHOVILY

euBIpY §/-YS 0} HONDSNRIOD OHNOE[ WeS Ad 9T 6448 PUB PEOY U

U33A09q U0LELEA USISIP T 2ATY SRANRILLNY DHng {1 e

"RUGUNEIY UOWRITEA TS iSa( BUUSOT]] pie 43P0y PRIURL “WISWIUAL Y IR0

m_bunm ENOR]] JUSIGA [T ALToInos 2L UQ

] . {30308 wnouse[ 10 WaNG 19pn 1E) FANWIANY
SHH2d 0} UGH0IUT0D 10 STORRLTA WHISAP STl SATLMY SKLL, '€ I[V PUe T v seoepdoyt | AMtiowy ss999% pa[[oRUOd JuEl-g 6) "9 puE “A3[[eA PRI JO in0S pue SAUBLINY ST INOGARNOS T BAON
DMIRISIE SOUEPIOAR D195 (IMIN T 5B 850001d SIs[ewy snjs SwEnmED Aqpatmuapy | ssomepy ey JO s AUIOEY $53008 PI[[CALOD SUEL-G O ~p B SPIAGL] | - SANEWD) Y JIUEPIONY (TN [T [
R st (N0 NEUAET[E Ao o0 & i proyd
INUBIQOS {9 Jo 1583 AII08} 559092 Pa[{QNHAT SUPf-g O} ~0 U1 PUT pooyy
- SUEIGOR 15 30 ISoM SAGTIRIAL 9] JO YIMAS [elsMz Ssanse pajjontoa
AUSMBUIRIY (M Al 524D [0S NG “Tmgf [2I5U90) UL PAIENEAD S2AL 12Y# pUoiad saatasat AUB]- ¥ PUE “SAIIBIAL 327 JO 10U L2asssoidis oun-i ¢ Fupnoty TABTILIS) Y
Sumondun [0 usmpURary RIS Aoy Funmbos moYILA B3k poe asoding jaamr ABjy W [p12uss) ug papnjoul sTuswaAcKun [BHSKE Yo toneuotmayduy SLUD T MOG/Ie] [RIS0L) 3
“IANELIR)[E paL1araid IR sE WS LSIE S0 qUON, 9 Jo uegedissp ’
S31 przasal of stag saey Jo AN oWl Aq nonoe Swpuad st e SLLLY] 93BT 910 03 [Uacefpe
WAULRY SEID THON 541 JO"GdHUTpLT TLAQ Y uSnenu Syl pus W spaag | 7 - T T e
(B 1 0) Joelpl symrenseos om Fuuspisuco Lpoarina st SR 30 Aty oy, rauragye
pansyaid A[feno[ 5,514 10 A1) ot I um( SLI9 O3B S ¢ Jussulpe JUSTUS e STt
BT YHOK o4 JO vormod 24T *€H0T ‘61 18030y parep saney v ut pojels se R S 2B : .
ot 0f Awrxesd SupmEar M WOl SWsoues o anp paseidal sE WAWLRE SIHo 342 . sLuad yBroa wenruBim Ao = [y ‘peoy
WION, 31 30 nopLod SIu], “WMatmEy nonetes udssq UIRICT SIAI2 ] PIUNEY ‘SLIDd 93] 01 SIWEIGOF [9 J0 1560 Afrav) $55098 POOTIU00 SUB[-g O) ~g U puE peoy
Tuaoe{pe UonELIeA USSP B iIAk paor|dal [9q SBl AN SIta S3Er] YUOK S5t Jo topod FIVEIQOS [ 30 I50m SATIPRIL 3BT JO POS [EHSLIE $58298 PIIONUOD .
V "IUQWIPURNIE (T A SAAMB3I [0S I “Ueld 13195 Uf PIIEIBAD SBAL JEGM. PUOASG S5AI952I SUB]-{ & PUE ‘SMITIEp 2e1] 2O UHOw Aemssandxs At~ e Fuipnyouy DAPELNY
Buyoedut Jo siUapUIUTY JOHSIN Auno) Fupmba: nomia paep pue 2s0dmy 1aow Lepy ‘e[ [eISURD) BT PIPNOTI SiuomoAod [RUDLe Jo uonmustedwy SLUa MFON/Te[J [Biausn) g
. stuad ydnonp usumse Lraymos puz (190omg 19pry 18) sanEy |-
wdur LowsSy pue ‘serpms SuasntSus “Fupneyd reguo ysneap PSURUSP] | SMOIIBIA ONerT JO IRn0s A)3[1ou] SS205% pa[[onuod AUel-g G -g T AplAal{ | sung nog/sAoMely oNeT yinos [
. "ARELIATE PoLfaId J1at]) 5T JUSUETIT S0 HOR : -
171 J0 UONEBUSISSP SIE PUISAT 0) SLLIF INE'T JO £uD o £q mopoe Surpusd sp ey St et
© o) o1 uson{pe IHMMSINY SWISY (RION U} JO UORZURLL YA U0y UCRBULIONL 31} PUE "
W SLag S3ef 9 0} Juaselie sirensucs R fupapisuod Ausima st SIS T 70 A1 o4,
RSN portagasd A{TRoc] 5,360 Jo AUD oty 5§ weeT SIS 93eY 91 0} Juadeps mowndie
SHI3 93BT qUON 913 Jo uotod sy, 6007 "6 18080y parEp JoNs] € Ug potels s umg
SLIoJ 23427 au o} Ayrtxoad Fuipreiiol WA Welf stisouns o) onp paoeydal sem yosuagye
SEISd 2T BUON 201 30 bomiod sTE, Rl Ty uolieiA f1soc] MEIC SUDT Pattset ‘Sprag
© P o ogelpe voywLA uBiSOp B UM peEldal weag se TUOILELTE $1UF 9YET YHON sLad yBnony wonnedy Ajmipron pre, DALMY
211 1o noprod v ‘adut LowsSe pue ‘sorpnis FuusamEus Bupmeyd [Enr yfnonp payngwop; | ssemepg IYPTIO [NOS Apony SSIZO PII[OUUOD SWH]-g 0] -9 © IPIADIT SHIRJ YUON/SMANE o] qinog | . ¥
. e TRINRS) AJUTIGT) SPISISATY U JO UMW SUORIPUOT JUDIKISLT UONLInoy WY Apoutrg
8 9ARPIIOIY AMDWITO] "SHONOR QINJAF S]qEI9SRI0T BEIPA[SU SANRIIAY UORIY ON YJEN UonBMAMY 21 0 MEEouuwme Euwouhmoﬁwsw«i un_wmnoﬁwhg mmﬁ_m puod ..noz.._m‘ oZawu_.ew Mm Awmwﬁ. I .b,
(wosgredines ,ptinerg Kepoy 1s1%0 Lorm 5% tyewat prnom, ol Aeassoadig eoumy SUGHIPUGS v::ouu\m:vmmxm
o1 weld,) suoztpuoa Sunsixs o} weyd pasodord 2 Buzredwon 3ARRE) Y 192(01] ON VOHD | pue peoy oofefe) Jof 1dsoxs NIoMmion j132ns patrueyd 533 6o StyIen Sgo7 -HONOY ONAOI ON | YT
“1
SIMANINTO HondLRsag JWEN Y *Op] IV
SHIANLS TVIINHIEL OLNI QUVAMEOI TAOK OL
STAILYNIALTY I0 ATVIAIANS
T LNHWHOVILY

LIACCYd AVANEYE ATNAOD QI




£00E 090120

ATAATNANTY SEALLVNMALTY 40 XHVINLS
aNy

NOIZVIIAISNOD YARLANS WO THLYVNIALTE m§B<KMQH.H< O ATVIATAINS

£ INEWHOVIILY

HE PARRWY O] PAIsquInUsL
‘SUGISR AN D[qeasssiny Juipnfour sapemsY wonay ON Y AFTN

UeLd [RIOUID) AUN0Y) SPIIIAL]
I 30 ool BONHmNLY O 03 SRIPI0oaE jlomuan Jeans pameid o wo aggen SE0T

SUSLIPUOD WOa[E HONE[NINL) J0

(AT 52 or H3o1
0} paqumuar)

-8
ST ondirosagy UEN Y oM HY
QIIAFDINTL STAYLYNEILTY JO ATYIADANS
. "S00Z ET ABK parep
203 & U potels Se SATI0RY (TA W PUL HieC] SMOUIIAT ST oy o} Ayeetrord X
BUPLe3oX (443 WOZ SWIISTOS 0] 20p PAURMED SB/ SALETISIE STUT, SHIag USnony yoaufne SANTLINY
“mdut £33 pue ‘sorpmis SouesutSis “Banneeid repng ydnong peymiaep] _ARIamnes pue smatepy SR JO THOU AJE[190] SS359% PIJIONNOD SLE[-g 01 "PESPIACLY ;  SHIAJ IHNOS/SMOIRIA ONET GHON €
5002 "G L A parep-
1919 2 LT POSEIS ST SONMISHE (IM TN PUT WECT SMATIRJA 42T o1 0z Ay zosd .
BuzpreBoT (TA4 I W0y SUIDWOY 0] anp PRIBUIUNID SEA SANTISIE SIU], . sty yenory; jusumdye SARBILN[Y
“ndut £ouaSz pus ‘setpms Sugeanyduo “Borned 2R Yinong pogruapy ApTOyLIon puR SAoUIE 234eT JO UMOU ANN108) SSanae PRT0AUGS JUB]-8 01 -0 ® SPIAGI] | SIS YHON/SMOGER BT YHON Z
LTS noRdrdsey AWEN AT ON Y

NOLLYVUAESNOD YFHLHNA WOAL CLLYNINITT SHAILYNIIALTY 0 XAVIINNS

€ INTNHIVILY

L2FLOUS AVAMIRYYA AINAOD ar




[— e G e . . . . S e y —
b i A0 STSGAUNG !

Cpqup I T Skt e o ) !
giMuad HIYoN f KUt A oA UL R ~_&.n-,.,..u‘z.nxww.._.\.vw_‘a. HOL
F FALLYHANLY - o . n
AYRMHYY plunto i 3 et i A3t e

ZULE TN
¥ SEITE C . SMORROIVLLY _
N e e, T “razor .,
: 5 o



P4 et " e St g

SIeUId HENOSSONAHLPn Iu¥E HInOe
S BAML¥MHSEYY.
AYRNEEYd KLHAOY Wife

8 IENDLE <% INIHROVILY

Rl B G

AUIND. SBSG4HNL
+ HOIES0DR10 HOA

AR

T
Ay i g5R

Lirivevg Sz

=1 R et Ay
- LR ST
a1y As¥ penmotnie

[LULES

Rf. ¥ TATONLY 23t

L T PR




s e e L i B B s R AT A S, P 1
S AL T Y i e oL TN STSORHNG. ) A Y
J . . o 1T 1 it U 3 £ - 2
AVIRRIYS JEKADS st S WU HOISSNISI o4
EO LY
5 THNOIY - $ LNIHHOVELY .
EE R A T e Y e Wi T
: m
i
JU Nl




o L e T e - LS, R

Tl o Loy i ATING WWMOA_@_:&

PYYTIL e B By i Ly v

R gl sepeey | et HOISSNDSIT HOx
£

BIRESd HIAUSS N 147 FTHENID
P LT
AUAIUWR] ALHGOD: A .

W e

m T « ¥ zm:mn«p:.

AL




o

: -SRI HLNESYHENGS “Uvd:. . At oy n KTHD. S (U
BALLYHHILTY 2ONYAIOAY CAIE T4 SRS Rotgenacta yod

8 BALLYHBILTY ..
AYEIEY D ALHNCD Qi

¥ avites
e AIm¥ Tdbweliry

2 JEADIE - ¢ LHIRHOVILY

2Nt ie Ty b




74525 CB

DE@EU\V/EU

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AL ORK I VIO OCT 21 2065
650 Capito] Mall, Suite 4-100
" Sacramanto, CA, 95814 RIVERSIDE COUNTY
QOctober 19,2005 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
' _ IMREPLY REFER TO
HDACA™
File # Mid County Parkway Project
Document # P53365
Mz, Jim Baztel, Field Supervisor
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services .
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009
Subject: Request for Preliminary Agreement on Revised Range of Altematives for the Mid

County Parkway Project, Riverside County

Dear Mr, Bartel;

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation
(Calirans), and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) have developed a
revised range of altematives for the Mid County Parkway project (formerly known as Cajalco
Ramona Comridor) in Riverside County. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), and on the behalf of
the transportation agencies, FHW A requests preliminary agreement on the revised range of
alternatives, as shown in the enclosures.

"The project tear, through the efforts of the Small Working Group (SWG) and SWG
Subcommittee, oviginally identified eight alternatives to be presented to the public and to public
agencies during the environmental scoping process, which was initiated in November, 2004.
These original eight alternatives are summarized in Attachment 1.

As a result of the public scoping process, initial engineering and environmental studies, value
analysis studies conducted by Caltrans, and input received from the Metropolitan Water District
and the State Department of Water Resources, FHWA and the transportation agencles are now

~ proposing a revised range of alternatives to be evaluated in the environmental techmcal studies
for the Mid County Parkway, The revised range of alternatives and the rationale for addition,
deletion, and modification to the original range of alternatives, along with maps of each
altemnative is presented in Attackiments 2, 3 and 4, Your agency has received a detailed package
of information documenting the environmental, engineering, and logistical considerations that
were made in developing the revised range of altématives (information packages distributed by
RCTC s consulfants on August 10 and October 19, 2005)




FHWA, Caltrans, apd RCTC greatly appreciate your ongoing involvernent in the Mid County
Parkway project. Following your formal preliminary agreement on the revised range of ,
alternatives to be considered during the technieal studies, we look forward to continuing o work
with you in the analysis of project alternatives, At the conclusion of the technical studies, )
Chapters 1 and 2 (Purpose and Need and Project Alternatives, respectively) of the Environmental
Impact Staternent (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be circulated to the UL.S, Army
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the 17.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service for Final Agreement on Purpose and Need, and Altematives Selection. Final Agreement
is required prior to the development and subsequent cireulation of the draft BIS/EIR to the

public. :

We are requesting your agency’s written response on coneurrence within 45 days in accordance
with the provisions of the MOU. If you have any questions, please contact Tay Dam, Senior
Project Development Engineer, at (213) 202-3954 or Larry Vinzaat, Senfor Envirommental
Specialist, at (916) 498-5040. You may also contact them via e-mail at tay.dam@fwha.dot.gov
and/or lamy vinzant@fhwa.dot.gov. '

Sincerely,
. i _
For

Gene Fong

Division Administrator
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NECEIVE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION U OCT 21 2005
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacraments, CA, D584 MERS TY
Qctober 19, 2005 TRAN \foPGé?A%%J{:g’%M [SSION
¥ REPLY REFER TO
! File # Mid County Parkway PIQjEct
' Document # P53366
Ms, Lisa Hanf
Federal Activities Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
75 Hawthome Street
San Francisco, CA 54105
i
Subject: Reguest for Preliminary Agreement on Revised Range of Alternatives for the Mid

County Parkway Project, Riverside County

Dear Ms. Hanf

The Federal Highway Adminiswation (FHWA), the California Departient of Transportation
(Calirans}, and the Riverside County Transportation Commission {RCTC) have developed a
revised range of alternatives for the Mid County Parkway project (formerly known as Cajalco
Ramona Corridor) in Riverside County. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), and on the behalf of
‘the transportation agencies, FIETW A requests preliminary agreement on the revised range of
alternatives, as showtt in the enclosures.

The project team, through the efforts of the Small Working Group (SWG) and SWG
Subcommitiee, originally identified eight alternatives to be presented to the public and fo public
agencies during the environmental scoping process, which was initiated in November, 2004.
These original eight altematives are summarized in Attachment 1.

As a result of the public scoping proeess, initial engineering and environmental studies, value
analysis studies conducted by Caltrans, and input received from the Metropolitan Water District
and the State Department of Water Resources, FHWA and the transportation agencies are now
proposing a revised range of alternatives to be evaluated in the environmental technical studies
for the Mid County Parkway. The revised range of altematives and the rationale for addition,
deletion, and modification to the original range of alternatives, along with maps of each
alternative is presented in Attachments 2, 3 and 4. Your agency has received a detailed package
of information documenting the environmental, engineering, and logistical considerations that
were made in developing the revised range of alternatives (information packages distributed by
RCTC’s consultants on August 10 and October 19, 2003).




FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC greatly appreciate your ongoitig involvement in the Mid County
Parkway project. Foilowing your formal prelinyinary agreement on the revised range of
alternatives to be considered during the technical studies, we look forward to continuing to work
with you in the analysis of project alternatives. At the conclusion of the technical studies,
Chapters 1 and 2 (Purpose and Need and Project Alternatives, respectively) of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (BIR) will be circulated to the U.S, Army
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection. Agency, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service for Final Agreemnent on Purpose and Need, and Altematives Selection. Final Agreement
is required prior fo the development and subsequent circulation of the draft BIS/BIR to the

public.

‘We are requesting your agency’s writien response on concurrence within 45 days in accordance
with the provisions of the MOU., If you have any questions, please contact Tay Dam, Senior
Project Development Engineer, at (213) 202-3954 or Larry Vinzant, Senior Environmental
Specialist, at (916) 498-5040. You may also contact them vis e-mail at tay.dam@fwha.dot.gov
.and! or larry. vinzant@fhwa.dot. gov.

Smcerely,

Lo T

: ) ‘Geng F ong
: _ Division Administrator
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UMNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT]ON AGENCY
REGION X

&

‘_\goumﬂa.
By -161‘.“(“

e "“"_“o 75 Hawthorne Street
San Franciseo, CA 94105-3901 E @ E I] W E
DEC 12 2005
o RIVERSIDE COUNTY
November 28, 2005 . TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Gene Fong
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Admiinistration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
. Sacramento, CA 95814
Sﬁbject: - - Request for Preliminary Agreement on the Revised Range of Altematives for the
Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County, California
Dear Mr. Fong:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Federal Highway
"Administration’s (FHWA) Tequest for preliminary agreement on the revised range of alternatives
for the Mid County PaIkway (MCP) Project in Riverside County, California, sent October 19,
2005. This request is pursuant to Appendix A of the National Environmental Policy Act/Clean
Water Act Section 404 Integration Process Memorandum of Understanding (NERA/404 MOU).

- EPA offers our preliminary agreément on the revised range of altematives, as described
in the MCP Alternatives Refinement Recommendation, dated October 10, 2005, and the
accompanying maps, létters, and aligamient comparison matrices. EPA commends the project

. sponsors, Riverside County Transportation Corporation, California Department of
Transportation, and FHWA, for their detailed quantification of potential environmental 1mpar.ts
as shown in-Atltachment 6, as well as their thorough description of constraints, anticipated traffic
needs for Cajalco Road, and logicat fermini for the Far South Aligament.

As noted in 'ourprevious letter of preliminary ag:reement on the range of altematives
| (November 4, 2004), EPA agrees that the MCP Project Team should evaluate the proposed
s iterchange locations, as depicted in Figuwres E, F, G, H, ], and J, and including those listed in
Table 2 of the MCP Alternatives Refinement Recommendation. We intend to examine the
locations and impacis of the proposed interchanges prior to our final concurrence on project
alternatives under the NEPA/404 MOU. .

Printed on Recycled Paper




. ERA appreczaté's the opportumty for early involvement in the development of this project
and looks forward to continued review of technical studies related to the development of the

+:" Draft Environmental Tapact Statement as'the next step in the NEPA/404 integration process. If .

" - you have any questions, please contact me or Matthew Lakm of my staff at (41 5} 9’72—3851 or
Lakin, Matﬂaew@epa. 2OV, . .

Sincerely,

3 Duans Jamés, Maznager
Environmental Review Office
Commmunities and Ecosystems Division

Cet - Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration
Catly Bechitel, Riverside County Tramstiontation Corimission—
Susan Meyer, Ary Corps of Engineers :
Doreen Stadtlander, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -
Marie Petry, Caltrans Disfrict 8




g DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY |

i Division Administrator .

- 1.8} Department of Transportation

. Fedpral Highway Administration
California Division

103 ANGELES DISTRICT, GORFS BF ENGINEERS
e .0 BOX 521 :
H LOS ANGELES: (SAUFDRNIA Doo33-2325 ;
i . :

R

” ] E% e ¢ December 8, 2005

| L | .

ig i 1|1 |Repplatory Branch

i % P

T !

gy ' t Mr./Gene K. Fong |

s :
I
H

© 630/ Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

: ) :‘Sacramcﬁ'\to, California 95814 ;

ﬁ f lm%rw!Fong i

. i . . i - . ! !
; . 11" | This Istter responds to your request dated October 19, 2005 and received in our offige

mental technical studies for'the

5’ OG{(}I}&T i 1, 2005 for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineerss to provids our preliminary agreement on
iscd range of alternatives to be evaluated in the environ

oo b thelrevi

;l i s ! ok an i;janlnamal Impact Statemént/Environmental Jmpact Report ("EIS/EIR") for the Mid (Faunty
i i M ['].E ikivayl Project, Toeated in western Riverside County, California, As a cooperating agengy on
i ' i i::zhe o f{qrgti ari of the draft BIS/EIR, we have an interest in and responsibility to ansure thut the
!‘ tojb |yTangeo altematives is reasonable and aptly robust to enable seund decisions for both the.,
R o _Nﬁtiona Environmental Policy Act evaluation process s well as the Clean Water Act Sec’gtion
. !: P, 404(b)q) aliematives analysis. , :
i st b . . :
8 i _. Ty congideration of the prefitiinary aquatic respurces data, the engineering and logigtcal
. - constrathts, and othet relevant project informatinn provided to Us in October 2005, we offet our
: .. prelimisary agreement on the range of alternatives that will undergo technical evaluation.; This
1.7 1 prsliminary agreement is provided in accordmee with the 1994 NEPA/404 Integration Process
A M;n@orgngii{m_ of Understanding. ' :
AR " Fiyou have any questions, please contact Ms, Susan A, Meyer of my staff at (213)
I 452-34]12. Please referto this letter and 200100537-5AM in your reply. ;
] b N , Sincerely, :
L e Pt ! y !
AN N . '"ORIGINAL SIGNED BY ° |
HIE TR ' . |
?!iéi 1HRIRN R . E
Lol b David J. Castanon ;
M i Hoobo i Chief, Regulatary Branch |
LSRRI :
i e |
i : | [ ' i




This page intentionally left blank



75003 CB

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE -

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

. 6010 Hidden Valley Road ‘E @ E ﬂ WE‘

Carlsbad, Catifornia 92011

BEC 12 2005
RIVERSIDE CouNTY
: TRANSFORT,
In Reply Refer To: ATION CoMMISs1 ON
FWS-WRIV-42144
Mr. Gene F. Fong _ DEC 9 2005
. Division Administrator

* Pederal Highway Administration
. 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
. Sacramento, California 95814

Re:  Preliminary Agréeﬁlent Pursuant to the NEPA/404 MOU Process on Revised Range of
Alternatives for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County, California

Dea: M. Fong'

'I'hJs letfer rcsponds to your Teftér of October 19, 2005, requesting preliminary. agreement in
writing, pursuant to thé National Environmental Policy-Act-and Clean Water Act, Section'404
Integration PGeess for Surface Transportation Projects (NEPA/404 MDU pmcess) pro;ects in
* Arizopa, California, and Nevada, on the revised range of alternatives for the Mid County
Parkway project. As we indicated to you in Jetier dated September 28, 2004, our agency rejoined
this infegration process for the subject project after workload constraints associated with the
processing of the incidental take permit for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan ended, Nonetheless, after taking part in several meetings before and
after our September letter, it became clear that substantial progress and project development had
occurred during our extended absence. Because the concurrence points prescribed in the
NEPA/404 MOU are predicated on one another and we were not involved in developing the
purpose and need staternent or the preliminary project alternatives, we believe that the planning
effort has advanced beyond the point where our formal concurrence would facilitate the -
integration process anticipated in the NEPA/404 MOU. Consequently, and as we indicated
verbally in meetings (i.e., informal meeting with the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and California Department of Fish and Game on September 14, 2004;
Small, Workmg Group meetings on August 18, and Septernber 21, 2004) and on conference calls
(&, RCTC 5 Qctober 17; 2005}, our agency is participating only on an informial basis in the
-'NEPAJ404 MOU process - We.will continte to provide techmc‘il dssmtame whan requested
"partlcular]y i rélandn o poteditial project-related effects'tc federaf]y leted Speczcs and exmmcr
,habxtat conservatmn plans.

S

: " TAKE PRIDERE=.
- _ !NAME:mGA




Gene F. Fong FWS-WRIV-4214 4} 2

- We look forward to informally assisting your agency and the local project sponsor, RCTC, in the
- transportation planning process. If you have any question regarding this letter, please contact
Doreen Stadtlander of this office at (760) 431-9440,

Sincerely,

%M*@ -

Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor

cel
Susan Meyer, ACOE, Los Angeles, CA
. Steven John, BPA, Los Angeles, CA
; Matthew Lakin, EPA, San Francisco, CA
! Cathy Bechtel, RCTC, Riverside, CA
« Marie Petry, Caltrans, San Bemardino, CA




U.S. DEPARTMINT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION/Los Angeles Metro Office
888 8. Figueroa, Suite 1850
Los Angeles, CA, 90017

September 28, 2007

TN REPLY REFERTO

HDA-CA
‘File #: 08-RIV- Mid County Parkway
. Document #: P57714

Col Thomas H. Magness, IV, District Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
911 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Request for Final Agreement on the Range of Alternatives for the Mid County
Parkway Project, Riverside County

Dear Col Magness:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Departiment of Transportation, the
Riverside County Transportation Commission, and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP)
partner agencies that constitute the Small Working Group (SWG) have evalvated a suite of
alternatives for the MCP in Riverside County, Draft technical studies have been completed and
provided to the partner agencies for their review. Based on the findings of the technical studies,
FHWA is requesting final agreement on the range of alternatives to be carried forward in the
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Tmpact Statement (BIS/EIR) for the MCP project.

The two No Build/No Action and five Build Alternatives under evaluation (Aliernatives 1A, 1B,
4,5, 6, 7, and 9) were developed through a collaborative process with the SWG following the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration
Process, pursuant to the 1994 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). These alternatives are
described in the attached table and shown on the attached map. They-are intended to provide a
reasonable range of alternatives that address the Purpose and Need for the project and meet the
requirements for alternatives analysis under applicable federal and state laws and regulations.
All alternatives considered have undergone close scrutiny and modification with the most recent
refinement resulting in avoidance of the El Sobraate Landfill Multi-Species Habitat
‘Conservation Plan westerly reserve area.

Key milestone actions to date for this Fxecutive Order 13274 project include execution of an
interagency parinering agreement (October 2003), concurrence on Putpose and Need (January -
2004), preliminary agreement on an initial suite of alternatives (November 2004), consensus on
evaluation criteria for selection of a preferred alternative (December 2004), and pr ehmmary
agreement on a revised suite of alternatives (November 2005).

Attached are the Ali gnment Alternatives Table, the Alterative Impact Summary Table, and the
Alternatives Layout Plans developed for the MCP project by the SWG. For each attachment,
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information is summarized from the MCP technical studies. Based on the attached information,
the environmental technical studies, as well as the ongoing engineering studies, we believe that
all of the proposed Build Alternatives (4, 5, 6, 7, and 9) are feasible and reasonable. FHWA is
hereby requesting final concurrence from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that the above-
mentioned alternatives to be evalnated in the Draft EIR/EIS represent a reasonable range of
alternatives in sccordance with provisions of NEPA and consistent with those previously agreed
to by the collaborative SWG agencies in November 2005,

FHWA greatly appreciates your ongoing invelvement in the MCP project, We are requesting
your agency’s written response within 45 days in accordance with the MOU. If you have any
questions regarding our request, please contact Tay Dam at (213) 202-3954 or e-mail at
tay.dam(@fwha.dot.gov.

Sincerely,
/s David Tedrick

For
Gene K. Fong
Division Administrator

Enclosures:

MCP Alignment Alternatives Table
MCP Alternative Impact Summary Table
MCP All Alternative Layout Plans




ce: (email)

Maiser Khaled/ FHWA

David Tedrick, FHWA

Larry Vinzant, FHWA

Tay Dam, FAWA

Edrie Vinson, FHWA

Carol Braegelmann, FHWA.

Lisa Hanf, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
James Bartel, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Field Office
Hideo Sugita/RCTC '
Mark Massman/RCTC

Cathy Bechtel/ RCTC

Michael Perovich/Caltrans District 8

Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 8

Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION/Los Angeles Meiro Office
888 8. Figueroa, Suite 1850
Los Angeles, CA. 90017

September 2.8, 2007

N REPLY REFER TO

HDA-CA
File # 08-RIV- Mid County Parkway
- Document #: P57715

Ms. Lisa Hanf

Federal Activities Office

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Regmon 9
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Request for Final Agreement on the Range of Alternatives for the Mid County
Parkway Project, Riverside County

Dear Ms. Hanf:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation, the
Riverside County Transportation Cormission, and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP)
partner agencies that constitute the Small Working Group (SWG) have evaluated a suite of
alternatives for the MCP in Riverside County. Draft technical studies have been completed and
provided to the partuer agencies for their review. Based on the findings of the technical studies,
FHWA is requesting final agreement on the range of alternatives to be cartied forward in the
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/EIR) for the MCP project.

The two No Build/No Action and five Build Alfernatives under evaluation (Alternatives 14, 1B,
4,5, 6, 7, and 9) were developed through a collaborative process with the SWG following the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration
Process, pursuant to the 1994 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). These alternatives are
described in the attached table and shown on the attached map. These alternatives are intended to
provide a reasonable range of alternatives that address the Purpose and Need for the project and
meet all requirements for alternatives analysis under applicable federal and state laws and
regulations. All alternatives have undergone close scrutiny and modification with the most
recent refinement resulting in avoidance of the El Sobrante Landfill Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan westerly reserve area.

Key milestone actions to date for this Executive Order 13274 project include execution of an
interagency partnering agreement (October 2003), concurrence on Purpose and Need (January
2004), preliniinary agreement on an initial suite of alternatives (November 2004), consensus on
evaluation criteria for selection of a preferred alternative (December 2004), and pre]nnmary
agreement on a Tevised suite of aitematives (November 2005),
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Alftached are the Alignment Altemnatives Table, the Alternative Impact Summary Table, and the
Alternatives Layout Plans developed for the MCP project by the SWG. For each attachment,
information is summarized from the MCP technical studies. Based on the attached information,
the environmental technical studies, as well as ongoing engincering studies, we believe that all of
the proposed Build Alternatives (4, 5, 6, 7, and 9) are feasible and reasonable. FHWA is hereby
requesting final concurrence from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency that the above-
mentioned alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EHUEIS represent a reasonable range of
altermatives in accordance with provisions of NEPA and consistent with those previously agreed
to by the collaborative SWG agencies in November 2005.

FHWA. greatly appreciates your ongoing involvement in the MCP project. We are requesting
your agency’s written response within 45 days in accordance with the MOU., If you have any
questions iegarding our request, please contact Tay Dam at (213) 202-3954 or e-mail at
tay.dam@fwha.dot.gov.

Sincerely,
78/ David Tedrick

For _
Gene K. Fong
Division Administrator

Enclosures:

MCP Alignment Alternatives Table
MCP Alternative Impact Summary Table
MCP All Alternative Layout Plans




ce: {email)

Maiser Khaled/FHWA.
David Tedrick; FHWA
Larry Vinzant, FHWA

Tay Dam, FHWA .

~ Edrie Vinson, FHWA _

Col. Thomas H. Magness, IV, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, L.A. District
James Bartel, U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Field Office
Hideo Sugita/RCTC
Mark Massman/RCTC
Cathy Bechtel/RCTC
Michael Perovich/Caltrans District 8
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 8
Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
CALIFORNIA DIVISION/Los Angeles Metro Office

s . 888 8. Figueroa, Suite 1850
e of Los Angeles, CA. 90017

September 28, 2007

%

"IN REPLY REFERTD

HDA-CA

File #: 08-RIV- Mid County Parkway
. Document #; P57716. .

Mr. Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services

6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Subject: Request for Final Agreement on the Range of Altematives for the Mid County
Parkway Project, Riverside County

Dear Mr. Bartel:

The Federal Highway Administration (F HWA), the California Department of Transportauon the
Riverside County Transportation Commission, and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP)

partner agencies that constitute the Small Working Group (SWG) have evaluated a suite of
alternatives for the MCP in Riverside County, Draft technical studies have been completed and
provided to the partner agencies for their review. Based on the findings of the technical studies,
FHWA is requesting final agreement on the range of alternatives to be carried forward in the
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Iimpact Statement (EIS/EIR) for the MCP project.

The two No Build/No Action and five Build Alternatives under evaluation (Alternatives 1A, 1B,
4,5, 6, 7, and 9) were developed through a collaborative process with the SWG following the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration
Process, pursuant to the 1994 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). These alternatives are
described in the attached table and shown on the attached map. They are intended to provide a
reasonable range of alternatives that address the Purpose and Need for the project meet the
requirements for alternatives analysis under applicable federal and state laws and regulations.
All alternatives considered have undergone close scrutiny and modification with the most recent
refinement resulfing in avoidance of the El Sobrante Landfill Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan westerly reserve area.

Key milestone actions to date for this Executive Order 13274 project include execution of an
interagency partnering agreement (October 2003), concurrence on Purpose and Need (January
2004), preliminary agreement on an initial suite of alternatives (November 2004), consensus on
evaluation criteria for selection of a preferted alternative (December 2004), and preliminary
agreement on a revised suite of alternatives (November 2005). :
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Attached are the Alignment Alternatives Table, the Alternative Impact Summary Table, and the
Alternatives Layout Plans developed for the MCP project by the SWG. For each attachment,
information is summarized from the MCP technical studies. Based on the attached information,
the environmental technical studies, as well as ongoing engineering studies, we believe that all of
the proposed Build Alternatives (4, 5, 6, 7, and 9) are feasible and reasonable. FHWA is hereby

. " requesting final concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that the above-mentioned
alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS represent a reasonable range of alternatives in

'+ accordance with provisions of NEPA and consistent with those previously agreed to by the SWG
collaborative agencies in November 2005,

FHWA greatly appreciates your ongoing invelvement in the MCP project. We are requesting
your agency’s written response within 45 days in accordance with the MOU. If you have any
questions regarding our request, please contact Tay Dam at (213) 202-3954 or e-mail at
tay.dam@fwha.dot.gov.

Sincerely,

/s/ David Tedrick

For

Gene K. Fong _

Division Administrator
Enclosures;

MCP Alignment Alternatives Table
MCP Alternative Impact Summary Table
MCP All Alternative Layout Plans




“cc: {email)
‘Maiser Khaled/FHWA
David Tedrick, FHWA.
Larry Vinzant, FHWA
Tay Dam, FHWA
Bdrie Vinson, FHWA
Carol Bracgelmann, FHWA
Col. Thomas H. Magness, IV, U.S. Ammy Cotps of Engineers, L.A. District
Lisa Hanf, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
Hideo Sugita/RCTC
Mark Massman/RCTC
Cathy Bechte/RCTC-
Michael Perovich/Caltrans District 8
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 3
Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
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Umted. States Department of the Intenor
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valiey Road

' | | | Carlshad, California 92011
In Reply Refer To: ‘ e Calﬂmm ME ©E”WE@

. FWS-WRIV- OSBGGEOlOSFA{}UOd NOV 06 2007

Gene F, Fong : BIVERSIDE COUN
. " : : TRANSFORTA
Division Administrator HON COMM!SS'O“

* Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, California 95814

Subj: Mid County Parkway Range of Alternatives, Riverside County, California
Dear Mr, Fong:

This letter responds to your request dated September 28, 2007, for formal and final agreement on
the range of alternatives for the Mid County Parkway project pursuant to the National

. Envitonmental Policy Act and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface
Transportation Projects (NEPA/404 MOU). Because the concurrence points prescribed in the
NEPA/404 MOU are pred:cated on one another and we were not involved in developing purpose
and need or project alternatives, our previous correspondence indicated that our agency would
not participate in the formal concwirence process pursnant to the NEPA/404 MOU (sce
enclosure). As we previously indicaled, we are available to informally assist your dgency in the
transportation planning process, particularly in relation to potential project effects to federally
listed species and existing habitat conservation plans.

If you have any quesnon regarding ﬂus letter, please contact Doreen Stadtlander of this office at

(760) 431-9440.
Sincerely,
/!( W&Q QJM

Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Supervisor

Enclosure

e
Susan Myers, ACOE, Los Angeles, CA
Eric Raffini, EPA, Los  Angeles, CA
Susan Sturges, EPA ‘San Francisco, CA
Cathy Bechiel, RCTC Rlvelmde CA

" Marie Petry, Caltrans, San Bernardino, CA

TAKE PRIDE m
INAMERICASESY B.1.9.2.1




United States Department of the I11ter10r
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbagd, California 92011

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-WRIV4214.4

Mr. Gene E. Fong . DEC 9 2005
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100

Sacramento, Califomia 95814

Re:  Preliminary Agreement Pursuant to the NEPA/404 MOU Process on Revised Range of
Alternatives for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. Fong:

This Jetter responds to your letter of October 19, 2005, requesting preliminary agreement in
writing, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and Clean Water Act Section 404
Integration Process for Surface Transportation Projects (NEPA/404 MOU process) projects in
Arizona, California, and Nevada, on the revised range of alternatives for the Mid County
Parkway project. As we indicated to you in letter dated September 28, 2004, our agency rejoined
this integration process for the subject project after workload constraints associated with the
processing of the incidental take permit for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan ended. Nonetheless, after taking part in several meetings before and
after our September letter, it became clear that substantial progress and project development had
occurred during our cxtended absence. Because the concurrence points prcscnbcd in the
NEPA/404 MOU are predicated on one another and we were not involved in developing the
purpose and need staternent or the preliminary project alternatives, we belicve that the planning

~ effort has advanced beyond the point where our. formal concurrence would facilitate the
integration process anticipaled in the NEPA/404 MOU. Consequently, and as we indicated
verbally in meetings (i.e., informal meeting with the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and California Department of Fish and Game on September 14, 2004;
Small Working Group meetings on August 18, and September 21, 2004) and on conference calls
(i.e., RCTC on October 17, 2005), our agency is participating only on an informa) basis in the
NEPA/404 MOU process. We will continue to provide technical assistance when requested,
particularly in relation to potential project-related effects to federally listed species and existing
habitat conservation plans,

TAKE F’RIDEM :
INAMERICA




Gene F. Fong (FWS-WRIV-4214.4) 2

We look forward to informally assisting your agency and the local project sponsor, RCTC, in the
transportation planning process. If you have any question regarding this letter, please contaet
Doreen Stadtlander of this office at (760) 431-9440,

" Sincerely,

%M’\QMW

Assistant Field Supervisor
[
Susan Meyer, ACOE, Los Angeles, CA
Steven John, EPA, Los Angeles, CA
Matthew Lakin, BPA, San Francisco, CA
Cathy Bechtel, RCTC, Riverside, CA
Marie Petry, Caltrans, San Bernardino, CA
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0 BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

REFLYTO December 14, 2007
ATTENTION QF: :
Regulatory Division

Mr. Gene K. Fong

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration

California Division, Los Angeles Metro Office
888 S. Figueroa, Suite 1850

Los Angeles, California 90017

Dear Mr. Fong:

This letter responds fo your request for our concurrence on the final range of alternatives
to be studied in the draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) for the Mid-County Parkway Project (“MCP”) located in western Riverside County,
California, Your request for our written response was submitted pursuant to the procedures
outlined in the 1994 California NEPA/404 Integrated Process Memorandum of Understanding.

In our role as a cooperating agency on the EIR/EIS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) has provided the MCP project proponent, Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), with both technical and policy guidance related to the development of project-level
alternatives. Our comments have been provided with the primary purposes of: 1) documenting a
clear rationale as to why preliminary alternatives were eliminated and 2) ensuring the alternatives
that remain after the initial screening process constitute an appropriate range of transportation
solutions that are both reasonable and practicable for purposes of National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and Clean Water Act (CWA) compliance. Paramount to achieving the latter is the
identification of transportation alternatives that fulfill the overall project purpose and minimize
impacts to environmental resources, including the aquatic environment. Under our authorities
promulgated in Section 404 of the CWA, the Corps can only authorize the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative.

Notwithstanding the completion of the Corps formal verification process for determining
the geographic extent and quantification of jurisdictional waters of the U.S. within the MCP
study area, we offer our agreement on the range of alternatives to be carried forward into the draft
EIR/EIS: Alternatives 1A, 1B, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9. Our concurrence is based on project data
furnished to our office, including the MCP Alignment Alternatives Table (September 18, 2007),
Alternative Evaluation Detail Matrix (September 17, 2007), Alternative Maps/Layout Plans
(undated), and the findings presented in various draft technical studies prepared in support of the
forthcoming NEPA document.




Our concurrence on the final range of aliernatives does not constifute our agreement on
all aspects of the project’s technical information. In this regard, we recommend one of the next
stepsin the environmental process include meaningful discussions with appropriate Federal and
State agencies on compensatory mitigation strategies for significant and unavoidable adverse
impacts to wetlands and other jurisdictional aquatic features.

We appreciate the efforts of your staff, as well as those of the RCTC and its consultants,
to actively involve the Corps in this environmental process. We look forward to reviewing the
administrative and public draft versions of the EIR/EIS. Should you have any questions please
contact the undersigned at (808) 438-2137 or at susan.a.meyer(@usace. army mil. Please refer to
this letter and Corps File No. SPL-2001-00537.

Sincerely,

Auown 4. ‘«/%71/;/
Susan A. Meyer .

Senior Project Manager
Regulatory Division

CF:

Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission
Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration

Susan Sturges, Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
Eric Raffini, Environmental Protection Agency, Region I
Doreen Stadtlander, U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service

Marie Petry, Caltrans, District 8

Rob McCann, LSA Associates

Charles Landry, Jacobs Engineering
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
e 5 REGION 1X '

¢ prot® 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3301

ﬂ“osw@
agenct

December 14, 2007
Mr. Gene Fong
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capifol Mall, #4-100
Sacramento, California 95814
Subject: Final Agreement on Range of Alternatives for the Mid County Patkway Project,

Riverside County, California.

Dear Mr. Fong:

This letter responds to your September 28, 2007 letter requesting Final Agreement on the
Range of Alternatives for the Mid County Parkway Project. The request is in accordance with
the 2006 National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process
Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU).

EPA is a participant in an interagency Small Working Group which provides a forum for
carly feedback during the development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
facilitates the NEPA/404 MOU process. EPA has provided preliminary agreement on an initial
suite of alternatives (November 4, 2004), preliminary agreement on a revised suite of alternatives
(November 28, 2005), and comments on several draft technical documents which will support

the Draft EIS.

EPA offers our final agreement on two No Build/No Action Altematwes and five Build
Alternatives as the Range of Alternatives to carry forward in the Draft EIS:

1A No Proj ect/No Action; Existing Ground Conditions

1B No Project/No Action; General Plan Circulation Element Conditions
South Lake Mathews/North Perris (Drain) Alternative

South Lake Mathews/South Perris (Rider Street) Alternative
General Plan/North Perris (Drain) Alternative

General Plan/South Perris Alternative -

Far South/Placenﬁa Avenue Altemative

= I N R Y

EPA provides Final Agreement based on ‘information provided in the three attachments of
the September 28, 2007 request for final agreement on the range of alternatives: 1) Mid County
Alignment Alternatives Table, 2) Alternatives Evaluation Detail Matrix, and 3) Fi guw of

Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9.

Printed on Recycled Paper




EPA. is aware of discrepancies in the juris:dictionail delineation reports for several wetland

and nonwetland features in an overlapping project area for the Mid County Parkway and State .~

* Route 79 Realignment Projects, EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) are
currently working with Riverside County Transportation Comission (RCTC) and their
consultants to resolve these discrepancies. At this time, EPA does not believe that the
_“discrepancies are of a magnitude to affect the overall decision-making behind selection of a final
- range of alternatives. R - ' '

: As nexi steps for this project, EPA will continue to work with the Corps and RCTC to
_resolve the discrepancies between the jurisdictiohal delinieation reports and will review the
Administrative Draft EIS. EPA will later review the Diaft EIS and provide comments as
described in the NEPA/404 MOU and pursuant to NEPA, Council on Environmental Quality -
(CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.. We are

.also available to continue working with the Small Working -Group to further refine the design of -

© project alternatives to avoid and minimize impacts to resources. In addition, we would like to be
involved in conceptual mitigation discussions. ' '

“Thank you for requesting our Final Agreement on the Range of Alternatives. We look
* forward to continued participation in this project through the NEPA/404 MOU process. Ifyou
have any questions or comments, please contact Susan Sturges, lead reviewer for this project
(sturges.susan(@epa.gov; 415-947-4188) or Exic Raffini, weflands lead (raffini.eric@epa.gov;
.. 415-972-3544). ' " - '

Sincerely, -

@ Nova Blazej, Mahager
Environmental Review Office

CC:  Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration - )
_ Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transporiation’ Cormission
Susan Meyer, Army Corps of Enginecrs :
Doieen Stadtlander, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Marie Petry, Calirans District 8
Rob MeCann, LSA S
. Scott Lawson, California Department of Fish and Game




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 532711 .

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

REPLYTO - : April 10, 2008
ATTENTION OF;

Office of the Chief =~

Regulatory Division

Ms. Cathy Béchtel
~ Riverside County Transportatlon Commission
4080 Lemon Street, 3* Floor
P.0. Box 12008
Riverside, California 92502-2208

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

. Reference is made to your original and revised submittals of May 2007 and February 2008,
respectively, in which your agent, LSA Associates Inc., requests verification of the jurisdictional.
timits of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA™) for a number of water bodies, tributaries
and wetlands occurring within the Mid-County Parkway Project (“MCP*) study area located
in western Riverside County, California (Corps File No. SPL-2001-00537-SAD}. Your
jurisdictional determination request is a formal concurrence point specified in the multi-agency
collaborative process to integrate and streamline the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act and Section 404 of the CWA for surface transportation projects in the State of
Californja. This letter of verification fulfills this concurrence point.

-Based on our October 16-17, 2006 site visits and information furnished.to our office,
including the May 2007 (revised February 2008) jurisdictional delineation report entitled “Mid-
County Parkway Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report™, we have deterniined that
your proposed project does discharge dredged or fill material into a water of the United States
(*U.8.”). Therefore, the project is subject to our jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA and a
Department of the Army (“DA") permit is required from our office. According to the delineation
report, the MCP would result in the placement of fil material in the following water bodies,
iributaries, and adjacent wetlands: San Jacinto River, Temecula Creek, Bedford Wash, Cajalco
Creek, Perris Valley Channel, and Lake Mathews. Preliminary estimates indicate a range of
approximately 7.5 acres to 18.6 acres of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be
permanently impacted by the proposed MCP, depending on the alternative selected. Similarly,
approximately 6.1 acres to 10.5 acres of waters of the U.S. , including wetlands, would be
temporarily impacted. -

The enclosed tables list the waters of the United States, including wetlands, regulated by
Section 404 of the CWA. Specifically, Tables A-1 throngh A-3 identify the jurisdictional waters
of the U.S., including wetlands, occurring within each of the proposed MCP project alternatives

_ under consideration and the estimated acreage by aquatic feature (Enclosure 1). Table C-1
docuinents those water bodies, tributaries and wetlands that are not subject to Corps jurisdiction,




including wetlands and other waters of the 1.8, that are isolated (Enclosure 2). All tables
referenced in this letter correspond to figures and maps compiled in the Mid-County Parkway
Jurisdictional Delineaiion and Assessment Report (LSA Associates 2007). The subject report
will be retained in our office files as part of the project’s official admlmstratwe record and the
Corps” approved jurisdictional delineation/determination.

This delineation/determination has been conducted to identify the limits of the Corps’
jurisdiction for the particular site identified in this request. This delineation/determination may
not be vatid for the wetland conservation provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985, as
amended. If you or your tenant are USDA program participants, or anticipate participation in
USDA programs, you should request a certified wetland determination from the local office of
the Natural Resources Conservation Service prior to stariing work.

This letter contains an approved jurisdictional determination for the Mid-County Parkway
Project. If you object to this decision, you may request an adminisirative appeal under Corps
regulations at 33 C.F.R. Part 331. Enclosed you will find a Notification of Appeal Process
(NAP) fact sheet and Request for Appeal (RFA) form (Enclosure 3). If you request to appeal this
decision you must submit a completed RFA form to the Corps South Pacific Division Officeat
the following address:

Thomas J. Cavanaugh

Administrative Appeal Review Officer
South Pacific Division, Corps of Enginecrs
1455 Market Street, Room 1760

San Francisco, CA 94103-1359

Tel: (415) 503-6574 Fax: (415) 503-6646

In order for an RFA to be accepted by the Corps, the Corps must determine that it is
complete, that it meets the criteria for appeal under 33 C.F.R. Part 331.5, and that it has been
received by the Division Office within 60 days of the date on the NAP. Should you decide to
submit an RFA form, it must be received at the above address by June 1, 2008. Itis not
necessary to submit an RFA form to the Division office if you do not object to the decision in
this letter.

This verification is valid for five years from the.date of this letter, unless new information
warzants revision of the determination before the expiration date. If you wish to submit new
information regarding the approved jurisdictional determination for this site, please submit this
information to: Ms. Susan A. Meyer at the letterhead address by June 1, 2008. The Corps will
consider any new information so submitted and respond within 60 days by either revising the
prior determination, if appropriate, or reissuing the prior determination. A revised or reissued
jurisdictional determination canbe appealed as described above.




If you have any guestions, please contact Ms, Susan A. Meyer of my staff at: (808) 438-
2137 or susan.a.meyerusace.army.mil. Alternatively, you may contact Ms. Stephanie J, Hall at
(213) 452-3410 or Stephanie.j.hall@usace.army.niil. Please be advxsed that you can now
comment on your experience with Regulatory Division by accessing the Comps web-based
customer survey form at: hitp:/per2.nwp.usace.atmy.mil/syrvey.html.

: Sni‘zc.erelys

~ David J. Castanon
Chief, Regulatory Division
" Los Angeles District

Enclosures .
1. Tables A-1 through A-3
2. Table C-1 : '
3. Request for Appeal Form and Administrative Appeal Process

CF:

Eric Raffini, Erivironmental Protection Agency, Region 1), Wetlands Oﬁice
Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration

Scott Quinnel, Caltrans, District 8 :

Rob McCann, LSA Associates, Inc.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—~BUSINESS; TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENTGGER, fovemar

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 821)

464 WEST 4™ STREET, 6™ FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Flex Jour pawer[
PHONE (900) 383-2841 Be energy efficlent!
FAX (909) 383-6494

TTY {909} 383-6300

June 22, 2010

Ms. Lisa Hanf

Federal Activities Office

United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Hanf:

Subject: Request for Comment on the Purpose and Need for the Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the
Riverside County Transportation Coramission (RCTC), and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP) partner
agencies that constitute the Small Working Group have developed a modified Purpose and Need for the
MCP project in Riverside County.

Pursuant to the 2006 National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), the FHIWA, in conjunction with RCTC and Caltrans, is requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response from your agency on the modified MCP Purpose and Need. This request is
consistent with provisions of Section II at number 5 of the 2006 MOU.

The following steps were taken prior to this checkpoint decision request;

o The transportation agencies submitted a checkpoint information packet on May 3, 2010, to the
federal and State resource and regulatory agencies involved in the project (United States Army Corps
of Bngineers, United States Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Game). The checkpoint information packet
was submitted 14 calendar days in advance of the checkpoint meeting,

o The transportation agencies held a checkpoint meeting on May 19, 2010, to discuss any comments on
the modified Purpose and Need. At this meeting, consensus was reached between the transportation,
resource, and regulatory agencies, inclnding the EPA, on the content of the Purpose and Need.

The FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC greatly appreciate your ongoing involvement in the MCP project. Please
submit your response to FHWA, Following your formal response on the modified Purpose and Need, we
look forward to continuing to work with yon on the analysis of the revised project alternatives and,
subsequently, the Recireulated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

“Caltrans hnproves mobifity across Californla®




Ms. Lisa Hanf }
June 22, 2010
Page 2

We are requesting your agency’s written response within 30 calendar days, per the 2006 MOU. If you have
any questions, please contact Tay Dam at (213) 321-6360 or c-mail at tay,dam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

MARIE J. PETRY
Senior Environmental Planner
Special Studies

cc: Tay Dam/FHWA.

Shawn Oliver/FHWA

Lany Vinzant/FHWA

Cathy Bechtel/RCTC

David Bricket/Caltrans District 8
Nassim Elias/Calirans District 8
Marie Petry/Calirans District 8
Merideth Cann/Jacobs Engineering
Rob McCann/LSA Associates, Inc,

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—--BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLDG SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemey

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

ENVIROMMENTAL PLANNING (M$ 821)

464 WEST 4™ STREET, 6™ FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Flex your powert
PHONE (909) 383-2841 Be energy efficient!

FAX (900) 383-6494
1Y (909)383-6300

June 22, 2010

Colonel Thomas H. Magness, IV, District Commander
United States Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
911 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Colonel Magness:

Subject: Request for Comment on the Purpose and Need for the Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP) partner
agencies that constifute the Small Working Group have developed a modified Purpose and Need for the
MCP project in Riverside County.

Pursuant to the 2006 National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), the FHWA, in conjunction with RCTC and Caltrans, is requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response from your agency on the modified MCP Purpose and Need. This request is
consistent with provisions of Section IIf at number 5 of the 2006 MOU.

The following steps were taken prior to this checkpoint decision request:

@ The wansportation agencies submitted a checkpoint information packet on May 5, 2010, to the
federal and State resource and regnlatory agencies involved in the project {United States Aymy
Corps of Engineers [USACE], United States Bnvironmental Protection Agency, United States Fish
and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Game). The checkpoint information
packet was submitted 14 calendar days in advance of the checlgpoint meeting.

* The transportation agencies held a checkpoint meeting on May 19, 2010, to discuss any comments
on the modified Purpose and Need. At this méeeting, consensus was reached hetween the
transportation, resource, and regulatory agencies, including the USACE, on the content of the
Purpose and Need.

The FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC greatly appreciate your ongoing involvement in the MICP project. Please
submit your response to FHWA. Following your formal response on the modified Purpose and Need, we
look forward to continuing to work with you on the analysis of the revised project alternatives and,
subsequently, the Recirculated Draft Bnvironmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental
Impact Statement,

“Caltrany fmproves mobilily across California”




Colonel Thomas H, Magness
June 22, 2010
Page?2

We arc requesting your agency’s written response within 30 calendar days, per the 2006 MOU. If you have
any questions, please contact Tay Dam at (213) 321-6360 or e-mail at tay.dam@dot.gov,

Sincerely,

MARIE J. PETRY

Senior Environmental Planner
Special Studies

cc: Tay Dam/FHWA.

Shawn Oliver/FHWA

Larty Vinzant/FHWA

Cathy Bechtel/RCTC

David Bricker/Caltrans District &
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 8
Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
Merideth Cann/Tacobs Engineering
Rob MeCann/LSA Associates, Inc.

“Caltrans improves mability across Calffornia”
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORFATION
DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 821)

464 WEST 4™ STREET, 6™ FLOOR,

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Flex your power!
PHONE (909} 333-2841 BRe anergy gﬁ}g(‘eﬂ”
FAX. (909)333-6494

TTY (909 383-6300

June 22, 2010

M. Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Tcological Services

6010 Hidden Valley Road

Carlsbad, CA 92009

Dear Mr. Bartel:

Subject: Request for Comment on the Purpose and Need for the Mid County Parkway Project,
Riverside County

The Federal Highway Administration (FHIWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP) partner
agencies that constitute the Small Working Group have developed a modified Purpose and Need for the
MCP project in Riverside County.

Pursuant to the 2006 National Environmental Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), the FHWA, in conjunction with RCTC and Caltrans, is requesting a formal
“Comment or No Comment” response from your agency on the modified MCP Purpose and Need, This
request is consistent with provisions of Section 11T at number 5 of the 2006 MOU.

The following steps were taken prior to this checkpoint decision request:

e The transportation agencies submitted a checkpoint information packet on May 5, 2010, to the
federal and State resource and regulatory agencies involved in the project {United States Army
Corps of Engineers, United States Environmental Protection Ageney, United States Fish and
Wildlife Service [USFWS], and California Department of Fish and Game). The checkpoint
information packet was submitted 14 calendar days in advance of the checkpoint mecting.

e The transportation agencies held a checkpoint meeting on May 19, 2010, to discuss any comments
on the modified Purpose and Need. At this meeting, consensus was reeched between the
transportation, resource, and regulatory agencies, including the USFWS, on the content of the

Purpose and Need,

o The FHWA, Calirans, and RCTC greatly appreciate your ongoing involvement in the MCP
project, Please submit your response to FHWA. Following your formal response on the
modified Purpose and Need, we look forward to continuing to work with you on the analysis
of the revised project alternatives and, subsequently, the Recireulated Draft Environmental
Impact Report /Supplemental Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”




Mr. Jim Bartel
June 22, 2010
Page 2

We are requesting your agency’s written response within 30 calendar days, per the 2006 MOU, If you have
any questions, please contact Tay Dam at (213) 321-6360 or e-mail at tay.dam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

MARIE J. PETRY
Senior Environmental Planner
Special Studies

ce: Tay Dam/FHWA

Shawn Oliver/FHWA.

Larry Vinzant/FHW A

Cathy Bechte/RCTC

David Bricker/Calirans District 8
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District §
Marie Petry/Caltrans District §
Merideth Cann/Jacobs Engineering
Rob McCann/LSA Associates, Inc.

“Caltrans improves mobifity acvoss Californja™




Chapter 1 Proposed Project

1.1 Introduction

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
propose to improve west-east transportation in western Riverside County (County)
between Interstate 215 (I-215) in the west and State Route 79 (SR-79) in the east, The
proposed project will construct a new freeway, known as the Mid County Parkway
(MCP), which will provide a direct and continuous route connecting major
population/employment centers as identified in the Land Use Element of the County
of Riverside General Plan and the General Plans of the cities of Perris and San
Jacinto, a distance of approximately 16 miles (mi). The MCP project’s regional
location is shown in Figure 1.1.1.

RCTC is the project proponent and the lead agency under CEQA and has adopted
guidelines for implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
FHWA is the iead agency under the National Envitonmental Policy Act (NEPA),
with Caltrans acting as its agent and providing oversight for the NEPA process.
Caltrans may also become the owner/operator of the MCP if it is designated as a State
Route following the completion of construction, RCTC, Caltrans, and FHWA are
working in close collaboration with United States Army Corps of Engincers
(USACE), United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), United States Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) in the development of Purpose and Need and the Alternatives for the MCP
project.

1.2 Background

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor as
a result of several years of comprehensive land use and transportation planning in
Riverside County through the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP). The RCIP
was an unprecedented, multiyear planning effort to simultaneously prepare
environmental, transportation, housing, and development guidelines for Riverside
County for the first half of the 21st century. Riverside County is one of the fastest
growing counties in the United States. The purpose of the RCIP was to address the
planning, environmental, and transportation issues that would result from the

PAICY531\Wodified ProjectiPuipose and Nesa\1.0 Prrpose and Need - Modiied McP oeo1oaes 171"
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anticipated doubling of population in Riverside County, from 1.5 million residents
currently to approximately 3.0 million by 2020, The RCIP included three
components: (1} a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted in October 2003;
(2) a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western Riverside
County (approved in June 2004); and (3) the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP). CETAP study efforts were jointly
undertaken by the RCTC and the County of Riverside as a part of the RCIP. CETAP
included the study of two intercounty corridors (Riverside County to Orange County
and Riverside County to San Bernardino County) and two intracounty fransportation
corridors (a north-south and a west-east corridor in western Riverside County). Tier 1
analyses and environmental documents were initiated for the two intracounty
corridors in fall 2000: a north-south corridor referred to as Winchester to Temecula,
and a west-east cottidor known as the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore (HCLE)
Corridor. The purpose of the Tier 1 efforts was to select preferred alternatives in
order to preserve needed right of way.

The west-east cotridor was known as the HCLE Corridor (Figure 1.2.1). The agencies
that participated in the HCLE Corridor study process developed the following
purpose of the proposed action in the HCLE Corridor: “to provide multimodal
transportation improvements that will help alleviate future traffic demands and
congestion and improve the cast-west movement of people and goods across western
Riverside County.”' After a Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Report/
Envitonmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) was completed for the HCLE Corridor
and circulated for public review in 2002 with a suite of 14 “build” alternatives, the
RCTC Board accepted a staff recommendation in June 2003 to proceed with the
accelerated preparation of a project-level environmental document for a west-cast
alternative that would generally follow the existing alignment of Cajalco Road and
Ramona Expressway, known as the MCP projecf:.2

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Riverside
County Integrated Project, Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore Corridor, July 2002.

2 Although the document prepared for the HCLE Corridor was a Tier 1 EIS/EIR, this Draft
EIR/EIS for the MCP project does not “tier off” the HCLE Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR pursuant
to Section 15152 of the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) Guidelines, This
is because a Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR was not completed, and all of the data and analysis
contained in the HCLE Draft Tier | EIS/EIR needed to be updated for the analysis of the
MCP Alternatives.
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Chapler 1 Proposed Project

Engineering and environmental studies were initiated in 2004 for the MCP project, a
proposed 32 mi facility between Interstate 15 (I-15) and SR~79, and in September
2007 the RCTC Board selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9
Temescal Wash Design Variation) for the MCP project. In October 2008, the Draft
EIR/EIS for the MCP project was circulated for a 90-day public review period.
During this titne, six public meetings/hearings were held and RCTC aceepted public
comments for the record at all of these meetings, along with comments via the MCP
project website and email. Over 3,100 comments were received from 50 public
agencies and organizations, 10 large property owners, 240 individuals, and a form
fetter from over 1,100 individuals nationwide.

The following two key themes emerged in the public review comments:

1. Concern about the cost and timing of available funds for the project. Many
comments noted that, given the current economy and difficulty in securing
funding for the entire project, limited financial resowrces should be focused on
arcas of greatest need.

2. Although the public comments raised concerns about many aspects of the project
throughout its entire length, many comments suggested that making
improvements to existing facilities rather than building the MCP facility would be
a better expenditure of public funding in the western portion of the project area
between I-15 and I-215. In this area, improving existing facilities, such as Cajalco
Road, instead of building the MCP facility would minimize impacts to the rural
communities of Gavilan Hills and Lake Mathews Estates as well as existing
habitat reserves. Impacts to rural communities and existing habitat reserves were
two major concerns raised in the public comments,

To address the concerns identified above, in spring 2009, RCTC as the lead agency
under CEQA, FHWA as the lead agency under NEPA, and Caltrans acting as an
agent and providing oversight for the NEPA process, developed an approach for
completing the EIR/EIS process for the project. This approach modified the MCP
project limits from 32 miles (I-15 to SR-79) to 16 miles (I-215 to SR-79) in order to
focus transportation funding where the need is the greatest, between 1-215 to SR-79,
near existing facilities (i.e., Ramona Expressway'). This approach also includes

' Ramona Expressway exists today between 1-215 and SR-79 as a two- to six-lane
arterial highway with numerous intersections and driveways for local property

access,

PAICVE31\Modified Projeci\Purpose and Need\1.0 Purpose and Need - Modified MCP 060110.dog 1-8




Chapler 1 Proposed Projact

preparation of a Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS that would revise the
project purpose statement and modify the project alternatives.! RCTC recognizes that
while the need for transportation improvements still exists between I-15 and I-215,
the Riverside County Transportation Department’s proposed widening improvements
to Cajalco Road will alleviate a portion of that need. The greatest near-term need for
wesl~east transportation improvements is east of I-215, even with the planned
improvements along existing Ramona Expressway; see Section 1.3.2,1. Thercfore, the
project purpose for the modified MCP project focuses on the need for transportation
improvements between I-215 and SR-79. As discussed later in Section 1.3,1,1-215
and SR-79 provide logical termini for the MCP project, and the project has
independent utility even if no additional transportation improvements are made in the
area, This approach for completing the EIR/EIS process for the modified MCP
project was reviewed with the federal and State resource and regulatory agencies
involved in the project (USACE, EPA, USFWS, and CDFQ).

Fundamental to the modification of the MCP project purpose statement and
alternatives is the tenet that no improvements between I-15 and 1-215 are planned,
designed, or intended to be implemented as part of the MCP project. The distinct
transportation needs between I-15 and [-215 will be addressed by the Riverside
County Transportation Department’s General Plan roadway improvements for
Cajalco Road. The Cajalco Road improvement project would be subject to a separate
environmental review process in the future with the Riverside County Transportation
Departinent acting as the lead agency. The Cajalco Road improvements will be
analyzed in the MCP cumulative impacts assessment using the most current
information available from the County (see Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, of this
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for additional detail). A CETAP
cotridor between I-15 and I-215 would remain in the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) so as to not preclude consideration of transportation improvements to address
future needs beyond those being addressed by the Cajalco Road improvements.

On July 8, 2009, the RCTC Board formally took action to refocus the MCP project
between 1-215 and SR-79. As a result of the RCTC’s Board action, a2 Recireulated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS is being prepared for the modified project. Public
and agency comments previously submitted for the October 2008 Draft EIR/EIS will

I See Chapter 2, Project Description and Alternatives, of this Recirculated Draft
EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS for additional details on the project alternatives.

1-10 PAICVS3\Wodifled ProfectPurpose and Need'1.G Purpose and Need - Modifled MCFP 0501 10.doc




Chapier 1 Proposed Project

be included in the MCP Administrative Record, but no formal responses will be
prepared. However, any comments applicable to the modified MCP project will be
addressed in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS. Any comments
received during the public review period of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS will be formally responded to prior to the Final EIR/EIS.

1.2.1 Funding and Programming

Table 1.2.A provides the preliminary cost estimate for the proposed MCP project.
The Project Approval/Environmental Document (PA/ED) phase of the MCP project,
including the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS and Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS, was funded with Riverside County Transportation Uniform

Mitigation Fee funds and a federal streamlining funding allocation. No funding has
been programmed for design, right of way acquisition, or construction although it is

Table 1.2.A Preliminary Project Cost Estimate

. Z
Cost Breakdown® Estlzgaéﬁg ;‘;Sts
Engineering 0.07 t0 0.10
Construction 171024
Right-of-VWay 041008
Construction 121015
Envirenmental Mitigation 0.13
Total Cost 181025

Sourge; Jacobs, 2009,
See Chapter 2 of this EIRIEIS for a cost breakdown by alternalive.

* Cost provided Is an average for the ailernatives based on information in the
Draft Projoct Report.

EIR/EIS = Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

anticipated that a combination of the local Measure “A” .5-cent sales tax, local
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee fees, local agency and developer funds, and
State and federal dollars would be pursued. The MCP project would be eligible for
funding from the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and Regional
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), as well as other state and federal sources.

The project is currently included in the 2008 RTP adopted May 8, 2008, listed as
CETAP Mid County Parkway Corridor (RIV031218). A revised programming
description was submitted to the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) for the 2008 RTP Amendment No. 2. The following is the revised
description approved by SCAG on January 22, 2010, for the project:

PAJCV531\Modified Project\Purpose and Need\1.0 Purpose and Need - Modified MCP 060110.doc . 4-11




Chapler T Proposed Project

“Construct a 6-8 lane (3 to 4 lanes in each direction) approximately
16-mile Mid County Parkway corridor in western Riverside County
between I-215 in Perris east to SR-79 in San Jacinto including
construction/reconstruction of approximately 10 interchanges.”

The project is also included in the 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP) Amendment No. 24, which was adopted on January 22, 2010. The
following is the revised programming description included in the 2008 RTIP
Amendment No, 24;

“Mid County Plwy: Construct 6 to 8 through lane (3 to 4 lanes in each
direction) approximately 16 mile Mid County Pkwy corridor in
western Riverside County between 1-215 in Perris east to SR-79 in San
Jacinto including construction/reconstruction of approximately

10 interchanges.”

1.3 Project Purpose and Need

1.3.1 Project Purpose

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a transportation facility that would
effectively and efficiently accommodate regional west-east movement of people,
goods, and services between and through Perris and San Jacinto. More specifically,
the selected Alternative would:

e Provide increased capacity to support the forecast travel demand for the 2040
design year;

s Provide a limited access facility;

e Provide roadway geometrics to meet state highway design standards;

e Accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) National Network
trucks'; and

e Provide a facility that is compatible with a future multimodal transportation

system.

The MCP project provides logical termini since it connects to two major north-south
transportation facilities (I-215 and SR-79), has independent utility since the project is

' These are larger trucks that are permitted on the federal Interstate system and the
non-Interstate Federal-aid Primary System.

112 PAJCVE3NModified Project\Purpose and Need\1,0 Purpose and Need - Modified MCP 060110.doc




usable and a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation
improvements in the area are made, and it does not restrict consideration of
alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable fransportation improvements.

1.3.2 Project Need

The MCP project is located in ap area of western Riverside County! that is currently
undergoing substantial population and employment growth. According to the
California Finance Department, in 2009, the population in Riverside County reached
approximately 2.1 million people. Population in Riverside County overall is expected
to double between 2003 and 2035 from approximately 1.7 million to 3.6 million.2
Specifically, the population in western Riverside County is expected to increase by
over 1.3 million people between 2010 and 2035, an increase of more than 60 percent.
Growth in employment is expected to oceur at an even higher rate, approximately 80
percent between 2010 and 2035, with an overall doubling of the number of jobs
between 2003 and 2035.” The Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report states
employment in the Inland Empire is no longer decreasing, and employment is
projected to increase by 10,500 jobs in 2010 (approximately 0.9 percent). In addition,
the report states the housing market in the Inland Empire appears to have bottomed
out and is now in the recovery period due to demand and overwhelming supply
coming from foreclosures.* Although currently funded transportation imptovements
will address some of the projected future demand, additional transportation
improvements are needed to provide for the efficient movement of people and goods
in the future.

Western Riverside Covnty consists of 16 incorporated cities and portions of
unincorporated Riverside County and is generally bounded by San Diego County
to the south, Orange County to the west, San Bernardino County to the north, and
the San Jacinto Mountains to the east.

2 2008 RTP Integrated Growth Forecast, Southern California Association of
Governments. Note, growth projections are provided only through 2035 since
approved projections through 2040 are not yet available,

3 2008 RTP Integrated Growth Forecast, Southern California Association of
Governments,

*  San Bernardino Associated Governments {(SANBAG; October 2009 and January
2010). Inland Empire Quarterly Economic Report.
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Chapter 1 Proposed Projest

1.3.21 Capacity, Transporiation Demand and Safety

Existing Capacity

The existing major west-cast facilities in western Riverside County consist of State
Routes 60, 91, and 74 (SR-60, SR-91, and SR-74, respectively), and Interstate 10
{I-10); see Figure 1.3.1 for the existing circulation network. These facilities provide
linkages between the major north-south facilities of 1-15, 1-215, and SR-79. In 2040,
SR-60 and SR-91, as well as several segments of SR-74, ace projected to operate at
level of service (LOS) F. The previous HCLE CETAP studies evaluated several
patlkway alternatives along Ramona Expressway, Cajalco Road, and El Sobrante
Road, as well as other alternatives to the south along portions of SR~74, Domenigoni
Parkway, Ethanac Road, and Newport Road. While the Riverside County General
Plan (2003) identifies several major west-east arterials south of SR-74 that provide
alternative west-east routes, Ramona Expressway is the only existing major
transportation corridor between SR-74 and SR-60/SR-91 (see Figure 1.3.1,
Circulation Element) that provides a connection between I-215 and SR-79. Ramona
Expressway is a two- to six-lane expressway with partial access control; therefore,
discussion of capacity, transportation demand, and safety focuses on Ramona

Expressway.

Level of Service

Ramona Expressway currently operates at an unacceptable LOS (LOS F) through
many segments with approximately 29,200 average daily traffic (ADT) in 2010. By
2040, it is anticipated, even with planned improvements in the Riverside County
General Plan Circulation Element, Ramona Expressway would continue to operate at
an unacceptable LOS F with approximately 74,900 ADT." The 2040 projections show
amore than 100 percent increase in traffic demand through the corridor. Existing
capacity is inadequate to meet the fuiure fraffic demand.

! Planned improvements include widening of Ramona Expressway to a 6- to 8-lane
limited access facility per the Riverside County General Plan Circulation

Element.
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Travel Time

A Travel Time Analysis (VRPA Technologies, 2010) was conducted for the MCP
project. The following assumptions were used to estimate existing and 2040 future
travel times along the MCP corridor between 1-215 and SR-79:

* For existing conditions, no planned improvements, an average travel speed of 10
mph was estimated based on LOS F conditions for an arterial street (Class 11},
using the Urban Streets methodclogy of the Highway Capacity Manual. If no
roadway improvements are made in this corridor, LOS F is the expected operating
condition in 2040,

o For existing conditions, with General Plan Circulation Element planned
improvements, an average travel speed of 21 mph was estimated based on LOS D
conditions for an arterial street (Class I), using the Urban Streets methodology of
the Highway Capacity Manual. The assumption is that Riverside County (and
cities along the corridor) will provide necessary widening to achieve LOS D
operating conditions in order to meet the goals of their General Plan Circulation
Elements.

The Travel Time Analysis concluded that under existing conditions and existing
conditions with General Plan Circulation Element planned improvements, the travel
time between I-215 and SR-~79 in 2040 would be 93 minutes and 44 minutes,
respectively.

Population/Traffic Forecast

The MCP project would link the existing and growing population centers of the city
of Perris and the city of San Jacinto. The city of Perris is currently served by 1-215 in
a north-south direction and SR-74 in a west-east direction, The city of San Jacinto is
served by SR~79 in a north-south direction but is not served by a major west-gast
facility. In addition to linking communities in western Riverside County, the MCP
project would link 1-215 and SR-79, thereby facilitating regional traffic movement by
providing a west-east connection to these major north-south transportation facilities.

Traific modeling for the MCP studies is based on full implementation of the adopted
Riverside County General Plan (2003), as well as implementation of the General
Plans for the surrounding cities, including planned land uses identified in the Land
Use Element and planned transportation facilitics identificd in the Circulation
Element. Transportation modeling based on the adopted Riverside County General
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Plan (2003) land uses indicates that the LOS on west-east arterials will be degraded
without implementation of the MCP project.

There is no established standard for the desirable distance between major
transportation facilities, and there is currently a broad range of distances between the
major west-east freeways as they intersect with 1-215 in this area. For example,
SR-91 and SR-60 are approximately 10 mi apart, SR-60 and I-10 are approximately
3.0 mi apart, and 1-10 and State Route 210 (SR-210) are approximately 6.0 mi apart.
SR-91 and State Route 78 (SR-78) (the closest west-cast freeway south of SR-91 in
southern Riverside County/northern San Diego County) are separated by
approximately 62 mi. While SR~74 and State Route 76 (SR~76) (conventional
highways located in San Diego, Orange, and Riverside Counties) provide some of the
needed west-east capacity, they are limited by topographic and other constraints and
will accommodate only limited additional growth in traffic. The MCP project is
located approximately half-way between SR-74 and SR-60, or approximately 8 mi
from each facility (see Figure 1.3.2, Freeways and Other State Highways).

The future transportation modeling for 2040 conducted for the MCP project included
a base network that assumed the following: (1) implementation of the improvements
included in the 2008 RTP for western Riverside County and Coachella Valley; and
(2) implementation of the arterial roadway improvements included in the adopted
Circulation Flement of the Riverside County General Plan. The land use assumptions
in the transportation demand model reflected the land use types and intensities
included in the Land Use Element of the Riverside County General Plan.

Capacity Needs

SR-60 has three lanes in each direction from east of the I-215/SR-60 junction. The
ability to expand capacity on SR-60 is severely restricted by existing development.
Future capacity on parallel routes is also limited. Existing SR-74 has two to four lanes
from Hemet to the 1-15. The model assumes that SR~74 will be widened to eight fanes
west of Ethanac Road. Even with planned expansion of both of these facilities, they
will not be able fo meet future west-east travel demand.

As discussed in Section 1.3.2.1, Ramona Expressway operates at unacceptable LOS
both in 2010 and 2040, In addition, future traffic projections indicate all existing
freeways will be operating at LOS F sven with implementation of planned
improvements as identified in the RTIP, Riverside County General Plan Circulation
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Element, the Measure A Expenditure Plan, and the implementation of transit “oases”’
as identified in the Riverside County General Plan. Traffic demand forecasts and
modeling indicate that approximately 37 percent of the trips in the MCP corridor
would be traveling the entire length of the corridor from I-215 to the SR-
79/Sanderson Avenue area, indicating regional trips; 63 percent would travel within
the corridor, indicating an origin and destination between the cities of Perris and San
Jacinto. Based on this percentage of through trips, the MCP project is not only
serving as a major arterial within the communities through which it passes, but also
provides a vital regional transportation role by serving longer trip lengths. Based on
traffic model results for the 2040 conditions (with no MCP), approximately 60
percent of the westbound peak hour traffic on Ramona Expressway south of Lake
Peiris is destined for Perris, unincorporated areas north of Peiris, and Moreno Valley.
The remaining 40 percent of westbound traffic has a directional split of
approximately 16 percent northbound on I-215, 23 percent westbound on Cajalco
Road, and 1 percent southbound on I-215.

To serve the projected travel demand in this area, there is a need to maximize the
capacity of the MCP project by limiting access. Access limitation is used to restrict
entry onto through traffic facilities to manage traffic congestion and improve traffic
operational conditions. Access on Ramona Expressway is not restricted, with
intersections (both signalized and unsignalized) and driveways providing muftiplé
points of access along these existing roadways.

There is also a need for the MCP project to accommodate truck traffic, which will be
integral to future job growth in the area. The 1982 STAA allows large trucks to
operate on the Interstate system, the non-Interstate Federal-atd Primary System, and
certain primary routes (collectively referved to as the National Network). Caltrans has
identified roadway design standards to provide for safe transportation of regional
truck traffic, including STAA vehicles. Roadway design to accommodate these trucks
must accommodate turning movements characterized by the rear tires following a
shorter tracking path than the front tives. Currently, I-215 and SR~79 north of the
MCP study area and south of SR~74 are included in the STAA National Network. The

! The transit oases concept is based on a system of locally served rubber-tived
transit service (i.e., bus) to concentrations of employment, community activity,
and residences in a manner that is linked with regional transportation

opportunities.

PAJCVE3N\Modified Projecf\Purpose and Need\1.0 Purposs and Need - Modified MCP 060110.doc f-21




Chapier 1 Proposed Project

existing Ramona Expressway currently does not meet STAA standards. The MCP
project would provide another west-cast link for goods movement if it is designed to
meet STAA standards.

Safely

Summaries of the existing accident information for [-215 and Ramona Expressway
are shown in Tables 1.3.A and 1.3.B, respectively. At some locations, accident rates
on I-215 and Ramona Expressway exceed statewide averages. Some of the higher-
than-expected accident rates are due to congestion and/or unsignalized intersections.

Table 1.3.A Accident Data on {-215 — Harley Knox to Nuevoe Road

Actaal . Averags .
Location Facilty | PM Actidont Ratos Acgidant Rates
Fatal Injurlos Totat Fatat injuries Total
1-215: Harley Knox to NB 30,93-32.33 | 0.000 0.1 0.043 0.009 0.29 0.91
Cajalco Expressway/
Ramona Expressway SB 30.93-32.33 | 0.000 0.21 0.80 0.009 0.29 0.91
1-215: Cajalco NB 27.88-30.93 | 0.006 0.20 0.50 0.009 0.28 0.0
Expressway/Ramona
Expressway lc Nuevo 3B 27.88-30.93 0.012 0.17 0.50 0.009 0.28 0.90
Road

Source: Caltrans 2008,

! Accldent rates based an total number of fatal and injury aceidents, as reported in Galtrans accident reports.
Accident rates for mainline segments are expressed in accidents per milllon vehicle mites. Aceident rates for
ramps are expressed in accidents per million vehicles.

Caltrans = California Department of Transporiation

-215 = Interstate 215

PM = Post Mile

Table 1.3.B Summary of Accident History, Ramona Expressway,
2006 through 2008

Property
Roadway Accident Category Location Fatality | Injury Damage | Total
Only
Ramona Expressway | Roadway Segment g;ieée?;f: f‘\t‘? Snle 60 82 128
Ramona Expressway | Roadway Segment 1-215 to Rider Street 4 40 78 122

Source: County of Riverside, 2009,
1-218 = Interstate 215

I-215 accident rates were compared to statewide averages for similar types of
facilities. Two of the locations show actual accident rates below the average accident
rates for similar facilities while two locations show actual accident rates above the
average accident rates for similar facilities. Analysis of accidents for the locations
with higher than average accident experience showed no obvious accident pattern
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(i.e., the accident rate was the result of low traffic levels combined with a few random
accidents). The accidents would expect to be reduced with implementation of the
MCP project.

For Ramona Expressway, Table 1.3.B indicates that the accident experience is typical
of suburban and ruml arterial voadways, L.

Overall, while accident rates are not noticeably different from other similar facilities,
there ave locations along the existing route (Ramona Expressway) where design
features (such as curves and/or steep grades) and land use conflicts (including direct
driveway access to the roadway) create conditions that could contribute to higher
accident rates with the growth in traffic volumes on these two roadways, Further, it is
not feasible to convert existing Ramona Expressway to a facility that meets Caltrans
standards due to the roadway deficiencies discussed below. For these reasons, a need
exists to establish an alternative transportation route that provides for limited access
and is consistent with current State highway standards, thus resulting in an
improvement in safety and a reduction in the potential for accidents.

1.3.2.2 Roadway Deficiencies (Ramona Expressway)

Existing Ramona Expressway forms the only existing, continuous west-east highway
in the MCP study area. There are limitations related to design and capacity that
restrict the ability of the existing roadways to meet future travel demand.

Operational

The existing Ramona Expressway design does not meet current Caltrans or Riverside
County standards for major roadways. The 2006 Caltrans Highway Design Manual
identifies key design standards that will be applied in the design of the MCP project.
Application of the Caltrans design standards represents a conservative approach,
since these standards meet or exceed the design standards for Riverside County roads.
Also, even if the MCP project is not designated a State highway in the future,
compliance with Caltrans design standards will be required at the interchanges with
1-215 and SR-79. These standards include a design speed of 75 mph, a minimum
curve radius of 3,000 feet (ft), and a maximum vertical grade of 6 percent. The
existing roadway geometry does not meet Caltrans standards for 75 mph in several
areas; therefore, widening the existing facility in these areas without redesign is not
feasible. Existing Ramona Expressway includes six horizontal curves that do not meet
Caltrans standards.
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Currently, there are numerous direct access points (driveways and local roadways)
onto Ramona Expressway. These numerous access points result in the potential for
conflict that impedes traffic flow. Uncontrolled access points reduce the overall
capacity of Ramona Expressway and increase the possibility of accidents. Hence, the
need for identifying appropriate access points from the federal and State highway
system, as well as from local streets, and providing local access to existing and future
development through the use of frontage roads or other solutions is necessary to
improving operational deficiencies and overal] safety.

1.3.2.3 Social Demands or Economic Development

The MCP project was identified as a key west-east regional transportation corridor
as a result of several years of comprehensive land use, habitat conservation, and
transportation planning in Riverside County through the RCIP. Initiated in 1999, the
RCIP was an unprecedented, multiyear planning effort to simultaneously prepare
environmental, transportation, housing, and development guidelines for Riverside
County for the first half of the 21st century. The purpose of the RCIP was to address
the planning, environmental, and transportation issues that would result from the
anticipated population growth in Riverside County. The RCIP included three
components: (1) a new General Plan for Riverside County, adopted on October 2003;
(2) an MSHCP for western Riverside County (approved by the County in June 2003
and by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] in June 2004); and (3)
the CETAP through which the planning of four major transportation corridors was
initiated, including what is now the MCP project. In addition, the RCIP Partnership
Action Plan (September 2000) committed participating federal, State, and county
governments to incorporate the western Riverside County Special Area Management
Plan (SAMP} into all three RCIP planning efforts, The purpose of the SAMP is to
provide for comprehensive aquatic resource protection and reasonable economic
growth.

The Circulation Element of the 2003 Riverside County General Plan acknowledges
the concurrent CETAP planning efforts to identify preferred west-east and north-
south alternatives and preserve future right of way. The Circulation Element identifies
Ramona Expressway as a future expressway of four to eight lanes.

The MCP project would fulfill the intent of the prior RCTC and County of Riverside
actions with regard to the planning of the HCLE CETAP Corridor and is consistent
with the intent of the Riverside County Circulation Element, which recognizes that
the specific alignment decisions regarding the CETAP corridors may result in
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appropriate amendments to the General Plan. The MCP project provides a west-east
transportation facility to support the planned land use envisioned in the Rivetside
County General Plan, and is being planned and designed in a way to fusther the
conservation goals of the western Riverside County MSHCP,

The MCP project is also consistent with the goals of the Riverside County General
Plan (2003), which sefs forth the need to mco1p01atafutu1egiowthwnh S
{ransportation and multipurpose open space systems in areas that are well served by
public facilities and services and preserve significant environmental features. The
Riverside County General Plan also specifies the need to connect whole communities,
which the MCP project would do by providing a linkage between the cities of Perris
and San Jacinto with one west-east transportation facility.

1.3.2.4 Legislation

Executive Order

On September 18, 2002, President George W. Bush signed Exccutive Order (EQ)
13274 for environmental stewardship and streamlining. This order required
transportation and natural, cultural, and historical resource agencies to establish
realistic timeframes on environmental transportation documents, and required the
agencies to work together to provide efficient review of the documents while
protecting the environment. CETAP, of which the MCP project is a part, was one of
the first seven projects to be placed on the national priority list for review under

EO 13274.

County

Riverside County voters approved Measure A in 1988. Measure A permits a half-cent
sales tax program to be implemented to collect funding for transportation
improvement projects in Riverside County. Measure A was set to expire in 2009;
however, in 2002 voters approved a 30-year extension for the sales tax program to
2039. The MCP project is one transportation project being considered by the RCTC
that may receive partial funding from Measure A.

The RCTC may initiate future legislation to designate the MCP as a State highway.

1.3.25 Modal Interrelationships and System Linkages

Modal Interrelationships

In addition to the rapid population growth in western Riverside County, the
employment base is also increasing, particularly in intermodal goods distribution.
Land planning and economic projections indicate that the Perris/Moreno Valley/
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March Air Reserve Base area will serve as a major distribution hub for goods in the
Inland Empire.! This employment center will result in increased travel demand by
commufers, as well as by trucks catrying goods in and out of the area, The MCP
project is located within the future population and employment centers it would serve
including the Perris/Moreno Valley/March Air Reserve Base area and San Jacinto
(Figure 1.3.3, Jurisdictional Boundaries).

The location of the MCP project through the city of Perris offers an opportunity to
create a linkage between the MCP project and two major planned transit projects (the
Perris Valley Line [PVL] and Perris Multimodal Facility). The proposed PYL would
provide commuter rail service from the city of Perris to the city of Riverside and
areas west by extending existing service (Metrolink 91 Line) that links the city of
Riverside with downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton. It is anticipated that the
proposed PVL would connect with the Perris Multimodal Facility Jocated in
downtown Peiris off C Street and would provide for connecting bus (including the
Riverside Transit Agency) and rail (including Metrolink) service, The Perris
Multimodal Facility is in close proximity to the MCP project. Six new stations have
been identified for construction along the PVL, including the Ramona Station that is
proposed to be located at Cajalco Road and I-215. By reducing travel time and traffic
congestion in the MCP study area, the MCP project would help improve accessibility
to stations serving the PVL.

System Linkages

For the last several decades, western Riverside County has served as a population
center for commuters to jobs in Orange and Los Angeles counties, resulting in high
levels of west-east travel demand. The major north-south transportation facilities in
western Riverside County are 1-215 and SR-79, and the major west-sast
transportation facilities are SR-91, SR-60, and SR-74. The SR-91/SR-60 corridor and
SR-74 are 16 mi apart, with no other major west-east highway in between. The MCP
project is located between the SR-91/3R-60 corridor and SR-74, and would provide
another needed west-east corridor/connection to improve the regional transportation
network and fo meet future west-east travel demand.

' According to the Riverside County General Plan Land Use Element (2003), build
out of the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA) Planning Area will account for
21.5 million square feet of commercial and industrial development and up to
38,000 jobs.
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Related Projects

Information coneerning related projects provides contextual information for the MCP
project and identifies how the transportation agencies have coordinated transportation
planning efforts. There is a recognized need to ensure the MCP project will be
implemented in a manner that is consistent with the programmed and planned
improvements listed below. These related improvements are on facilities that-
represent future connections or are complementary to the MCP project.

The related transportation projects to the MCP project are depicted on Figure 1.3.4
and include:

e Constructing SR-79 as a Four-Lane Expressway: Constructing SR-79 as a
four-lane expressway on a new alignment from Gilman Springs to Domenigoni
Parkway, generally following an alignment west of Warren Road through the city
of Hemet. This study is in progress by RCTC and Caltrans. Construction of initial
phases is tentatively scheduled to begin in 2014.

o SR-79 Widening: SR-79 Interim Widening Project will improve SR-79 between
Thompson Road and Domenigoni Parkway by extending slopes between
Thompson Road and Abelia Street, widening a 5.4 mi segment of SR-79 from two
to four lanes between Abelia Street and Domenigoni Parkway, installing a painted
center median, and constructing turn lanes at intersections. The PA/ED phase of
this project is expected to be complete in August 2010.

° Widening of I-215: RCTC plans to widen I-215 from Murrieta Hot Springs Road
in Murrieta to the 1-215/Box Springs Road interchange in Riverside. The project
is divided into three segments (south, central, and north). The south segment
would add one mixed-flow lane in each direction from Murrieta Hot Springs
Road in Murrieta to Scott Road north of Murrieta. Construction for the south
segment is planned for early 2011-early 2013. The central segment would also
add one mixed-flow lane in each direction from Scott Road north of Muzrieta to
Nuevo Road in Perris. Construction for the central segment is planned for
December 2012—- December 2014, The north segment proposes to add one high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction from 1.3 mi south of Nuevo
Road in Perris to 0.2 miles south of the 1-215/Box Springs Road interchange in
Riverside. The PA/ED phase of this segment has not been initiated. This project
is programmed in RCTC’s Measure A Expenditure Plan.
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e I-215/SR-74 Interchange Improvement Project: RCTC proposes construction
of a new overcrossing structure to replace the existing SR-74 and I-215
interchange, as well as the reconfiguration of the 4th Street/Redlands Avenue
intersection, widening of 4th Street (SR-74) between G Street and Redlands
Avenue, widening of Redlands Avenue between I-215 and San Jacinto Avenue,
and the construction of retaining walls and sound walls.

¢ [-215/Cajalco Road Interchange Improvement Project: The County of
Riverside plans to improve the I-215/Cajalco Road interchange by widening the
northbound and southbound off-ramps from two to three lanes, and widening
Ramona Expressway between the northbound and southbound ramps to provide
truck turning movements and accommodate one additional lane eastbound
and westbound in the future,

o 1-215/Cactus Avenue Inferchange Project: The City of Moreno Valley plans to
widen the I-215/Cactus interchange from three to six through lanes, widen the
ramps from one lane to two to three lanes (entry ramps include HOV), and extend
the northbound auxiliary lane between Alessandro Boulevard south to the Cactus
Avenue northbound entry loop ramp.

e 1215 Bi-County HOV Lane Gap Closure: The San Bernardino Associated
Governments (SANBAG) is working with RCTC and Caltrans to complete
preliminary engineering and environmental studies to add an HOV lane in both
directions on I-215 between San Bernardino and Riverside. This 7.5 mi (12.0
kilometers [km]) project extends from the Ovange Show Road interchange in San
Bernardino to the 60/91/215 interchange in Riverside and crosses the cities of
Colton and Grand Terrace. Construction is expected to start by the end of 2012
and be completed by the end of 2014.

e The Perris Valley Line (PVL): The PVL is a 24 mi extension of the Metrolink
91 Line. The extension would begin at the existing Riverside-Downtown Station
in the ¢ity of Riverside and proceed north on the Burlington Noithern Santa Fe
(BNSF) Line for approximately 3 mi before turning southeast along the San
Jacinto Branch Line. The PVL terminus is in the city of Pervis at SR-74 and
Ethanac Road. The project will include four stations upon the initiation of service.
Two additional stations will be added in the future, including the Ramona Station,
which will be located at Cajalco Road, and 1-215 in the MCP study area. The
project is fully funded in the 2008 RTP through construction. Construction of the
project is planned for 2011, and the project would be in operation by the end of
2012.
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Chapfer 1 Froposed Project

» Cajalco Road Improvements: The County of Riverside is currently in the
planning stages to widen Cajalco Road from two lanes to four lanes between
Harvill Avenue and Temescal Canyon Road. The project length is approximately
16 mi.

¢ Peyrris Boulevard Improvements: The City of Perris plans to widen Perris
Boulevard from two to six lanes frori Ramioha Expressway to the Perris Valley
Storm Drain.

e  SR-60 Truck-Climbing Lane: Add one truck-climbing lane in the Badlands area
east of Moreno Valley.

¢  Widening of SR-91 from Adams to 60/91/215 Interchange: Add one lane in
each direction from Adams to the 60/91/215 interchange in Riverside. The PA/ED
phase was completed in 2007 and construction is tentatively scheduled to be
initiated in 2011,

o  Widening of SR-91 from Pierce Street to Orange County (SR-91 Corridor
Improvement Project [CIP]): Widen existing SR-91 fo include HOV lanes or
express lanes, and general-purpose (GP) lanes from the junction of the
SR-91/State Route 241 (SR-241) interchange in the city of Anaheim in Orange
County to Pierce’ Street in the city of Riverside in Riverside County.
Construction is scheduled to begin in 2011 and be completed in 2016.

e State Route 91/71 Interchange: Improve the connection between SR-91 and
State Route 71 (SR-71) by replacing the existing single-lane connection between
eastbound SR-91 and northbound SR-71 with a new, two-lane, direct flyover
ramp, in addition to building a new, separate castbound road just south of and
parallel to SR-91 to provide improved access between the Green River Road
interchange and the SR~91/SR-71 interchange. Construction is planned to be
completed by 2016.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0 BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

REPLY TO

ATTENTIONGF: -+ -+ - - e e July 15,2010
Chief, Regulatory Division

Ms. Marie I. Pelry

Senior Environmental Planner

State of California, Department of Transpottation
District 8, Environmental Planning (MS 821)

464 West 4™ Street, 6" Floor

San Bernardino, California 92401-1400

Dear Ms. Petry:

I am responding to your request for our formal response to the Mid-County Parkway
(MCP) Project pwrpose and need statement pursuvant to the National Environmenial Policy
Act/Clean Water dct Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding (2006). Our goal is to reach
mutual agreement on the NEPA purpose and need statement such that its phrasing is appropriate
for defining the overall project purpose statement under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40
C.F.R, Part 230).

In our role as an official cooperating agency as well as part of our on-going regulatory pre-
application consultation, the U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers (Corps), Los Angeles District,
offered verbal and written comments on previous draft versions of the purpose and need
statemnent, which appear to have been satisfactorily incorporated and/or addressed. Based on the
proposed purpose and need statement attached to your June 22, 2010 letter of request for our
agreement/disagreement, the purpose statement is as follows:

“The purpose of the proposed action is to provide a transportation facility that
would effectively and efficiently accommodate regional west-cast movement of
people, goods, and services between and through Perris and San Jacinto.”

The Corps believes the aforementioned MCP Project purpose and need statement
appropriately reflects the needs of the anticipated future applicant (i.e., Riverside County
Transportation Commission) and that it will provide for a reasonable range of alternatives to be
evaluated in the Re-circulated Draft Envirommental Impact Report/Supplemnental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, including the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, Therefore, in
accordance with the procedures stipulated in the 2006 MOU for the Purpose and Need
Checkpoint, the Corps offers its agreement.




Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Ms. Susan A. Meyer, Senior Project Manager, of my staff at (808) 438-2137 or electronically at
susan.a.meyer@usace.atmy.com. Assisting the regulated public is important to us, so your
feedback and comments on your experience with our Regulatory Program office are appreciated.
You are invited to complete our customer survey located at the following website:
hitp:/fper2.nwp. usace.army.mil/survey.himl,

Sincerely,

I d B ke —

Mark I, Colen
Deputy Chief, Regulatory Division

CF:

Mr. Tay Dam, Federal Highway Administration

Ms. Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportaiion Commission

Ms. Susan Sturges, U.S, Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
Mr. Eric Raffini, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1X
Ms. Karin Cleary-Rose, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Figh and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Svite 101
Carlsbad, California 92011

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-WRIV-08BO080-10TA0843 JUL 19 2010

Ms. Marie J. Petry

Department of Transportation .
District 8, Environmental Planning (MS 821)
464 West 4™ Street, 6th Floor

San Bernardino, California 92401-1400

Re:  Request for Comment on the Purpose and Need for the Mid County Parkway Project, Riverside
County, Califomia

Dear Ms. Petry

You have requested comments on the purpose and need for the for the Mid County Parkway (MCT)
pursnant to the 2006 Memorandum of Understanding for the National Environmental Policy Act and
Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface Transportation Projects (NEPA/4(4 MOU]),
The MCP is a major west-east transportation corridor between Interstate and 215 State Route 79 in
western Riverside County. We received your request on June 24, 2010,

We have been participating in coordination meetings for the development of the project Purpose and
Need. The Purpose and Need enclosed in your letter dated June 22, 2010, reflects the comments provided
during coordination meetings and will provide for the inclusion of a reasonable range of alternatives in
the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental hnpact
Statement. We have no firther comments on the Purpose and Need for the MCP.,

We Jook forward to future participation in the transportation planning process. If yon have any
questions about this letter, please contact Karin Cleary-Rose of this office at (760) 431-9440,
extension 228.

D E @ E H W E Sincerel/‘
JUL 26 2010 s

. RIVERSIDE COUNTY .
HANSPORTATION COMMISSiON o o S povisor

cec:
TayDam, FHWA

Cathy Beetel, RCTC, Riverside CA,
Susan Meyer, ACOE, Los Angeles CA.

TAKE, PRIQE‘”&. -+
INAM ER[GAM/

B.01.09.02




Ms. Marie Petry (FWS-WRIV-08B0078-10TA0843)

Susan Sturges, EPA, Region IX
Eric Rafini, EPA, Region 1X
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5 A o UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEGTION AGENGY
M 8 o REGION IX
% § . 75 Hawthorne Street
oty e San Francisco, CA 94105
JuL 21 200

Tay Dam .

Federal Highway Administration
Los Angeles Meiro Office

888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1850 -
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Dam:

The U.8. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is writing in response to the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) request of June 22, 2010 for “Agreement” on the
Purpose and Need statement for the proposed Mid County Parlkway (MCP) Project, Riverside
County, California. The purpose of this letter is to express EPA’s “Agreement” with the revised
Purpose and Need statement in accordance with the April 2006 National Environmental Policy
Act and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Federal Aid Surface
Transportation Projects Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU).

Caltrans is preparing a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) to
improve west-east iransportation in western Riverside County between Interstate 215 in the west
and State Route (SR) 79 in the cast. The previous DEIS examined a larger 32-mile corridor from
SR 79 west to Interstate 15. EPA has coordinated with Caltrans, Riverside County
Transportation Commission, as well as the U.S. Army Cotps of Engineers and U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service, in the development of the Purpose and Need statement during interagency
meetings, and has also provided preliminary comments on a draft Purpose and Need statement in
April 2010 and May 2010. We are pleased that the concerns of the federal regulatory agencies
have been addressed throngh the NEPA/404 MOU coordination process. EPA agrees with the
Purpose and Need statement as identified in the materials submitted to EPA on June 22, 2010.

Thank you for this opportunity to participate in the development of the MCP Purpose and
Need statement. We look forward to continued participation in this project through the
NEPA/404 MOU process and are available to answer questions. If you have any questions,




please feel free to contact Susan Sturges at 415-947-4188 (sturges.susan@epa,gov), the lead
reviewer for this project., ‘

Sincerely,

. W@W

Connell Dunning, Transportation Team
Supervisor .

Environmental Review Office
Communities and. Ecosystems Division

CC:  Marie Petry, California Department of Transportation
Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission

CC via email: Karin Cleary-Rose, U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Susan Meyer, U.S. Auny Corps of Engineers
Scott Dawson, California Department of FlSh and Game
Rob McCann, LSA Associates, Inc.




STATE QF CALITORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governot

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 321)

464 WEST FOURTH STREET, 6" FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINOQ, CA 92401-1400 Flex your power!
PHONE (909) 383-2841 Be energy efficient?
FAX (909) 383-6494

TTY 7H1

December 20, 2010 SO

Mr., David J, Castanon

Chief, Regulatory Division

United States Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District
911 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Castanon:

Request for Agreement on Modified Range of Alternatives for Mid County Parkway

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP)
partner agencies that constitute the Small Working Group {(SWG) have developed a modified set of
alternatives for the MCP project (please refer to Attachments 1-5). Pursuant to the 2006 National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), and on the behalf of the transportation agencies, FHWA is requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response from your agency for the modified MCP set of alternatives.

In addition, FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC request to use the evaluation criteria developed in 2004 and
updated to analyze the modified set of alternatives to be studied in the Re-circulated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and to be used to
develop a recommendation on the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (see
Attachment 7 of this letter for a complete list of the criteria). This request is also consistent with
provisions of Section III at number 5 of the 2006 NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 MOU.

“Caltrans Improves mobilily across Californiq”




Mr. David J. Castanon
December 20, 2010

Page 2

We are requesting your agency’s written response within 30 calendar days, per the 2006 MOU. If you
have any questions, please contact Tay Dam of FHWA at (213) 605-2013 or e-mail at
tay.dam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

////L/>

MARIE J. PETRY
Senior Environmental Planner
Special Studies

cc:  Tay Dam/FHWA
Shawn Oliver/ FHWA
Larry Vinzant/ FHWA
Susan Meyer/USACE
Cathy Bechtel/RCTC
David Bricker/Caltrans District 8
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 8
Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
Merideth Cann/Jacobs Engineering
Rob McCann/LSA Associates, Inc.

Enclosures: Attachment 1: Background Information on the Mid County Parkway Alternatives
Attachment 2; Initial Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2004)
Attachment 3: Refined Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2005)
Attachment 4: Modified Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2010)
Attachment 5: Map of the Modified Set of Mid County Parkway Build Alternatives
Attachment 6: Map of the Comparison of Build Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 Modified (2010) to

Build Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 (2005)

Attachment 7: Evaluation Criteria for MCP Alternatives

“Caltrans improves mobility acrass California”




STATE OF CALIFORNIAww BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION ANE HOMSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Goyeroor,

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 821)

464 WEST FOURTH STREET, 6" FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Flex your power!
PHONE (900} 383.2841 Be energy efficient!
FAX (909) 383-6494
TTY 71l

December 20, 2010

Ms. Connell Dunning

United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 9
Environmental Review Office

75 Hawthorne Street (CED-2)

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms. Dunning:

Request for Agreement on Modified Range of Alternatives for Mid County Parkway

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Depariment of Transportation (Caltrans),
the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP)
partner agencies that constitute the Small Working Group (SWG) have developed a modified set of
alternatives for the MCP project (please refer to Attachments 1-5). Pursuant fo the 2006 National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding
(MQU), and on the behalf of the transportation agencies, FHWA is requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response from your agency for the modified MCP set of altematives.

In addition, FHWA, Caltrans, and RCTC request to use the evaluation criteria developed in 2004 and
updated to analyze the modified set of altematives to be studied in the Re-circulated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and to be used to
develop a recommendation on the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (see
Attachment 7 of this letter for a complete list of the criteria). This request is also consistent with
provisions of Section III at number 5 of the 2006 NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 MOU,

" “Calirans improves mobility across California®




Ms. Connell Dunning
December 20, 2010

Page 2

We are requesting your agency's written response within 30 calendar days, per the 2006 MOU. If you
have any questions, please contact Tay Dam of FHWA at (213) 605-2013 or e-mail at
tay.dam@dot.gov,

Sincerely,

/Z v /\/7
e MARIE I, PETRY

Senior Environmental Planner
Special Studies

ce; Tay Dam/FHWA
Shawn Oliver/ FHWA
Larry Vinzant/ FHWA
Susan Meyer/USACE
Cathy Bechtel/RCTC
David Bricker/Caltrans District 8
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 8
Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
Merideth Cann/Jacobs Engineering
Rob McCann/LSA Associates, Inc.

Enclosures: Attachment 1: Background Information on the Mid County Parkway Alternatives
Attachment 2: Initial Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2004)
Attachment 3: Refined Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2003)
Attachment 4: Modified Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2010)
Attachment 5: Map of the Modified Set of Mid County Parkway Build Alternatives :
Attachment 6: Map of the Comparison of Build Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 Modified (2010) to

Build Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 (2005}

Attachment 7: Evaluation Criteria for MCP Alternatives

“Caltrans improves mobillty across California”
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (M3 821)

464 WEST FOURTH STREET, 6" FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 Flex your power!
PHONE (909) 383-2841 Be energy efficient!
FAX (909) 383-6494
TTY 71

December 20, 2010

Mr. Jim Bartel

Field Supervisor

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services

6010 Hidden Valley Road

Calrsbad, CA 92009

Dear Mr. Bartel:

Request for Agreement on Modified Range of Alternatives for Mid County Parkway

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), and the other Mid County Parkway (MCP)
partner agencies that constitute the Small Working Group (SWG) have developed a modified set of
alternatives for the MCP project (please refer to Attachments 1-5). Pursuant to the 2006 National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/Clean Water Act Section 404 Memorandum of Understanding
(MQU), and on the behalf of the transportation agencies, FHWA is requesting a formal
“Agree/Disagree” response from your agency for the modified MCP set of alternatives.

In addition, FHWA, Calirans, and RCTC request to use the evaluation criteria developed in 2004 and
updated to analyze the modified set of alternatives to be studied in the Re-circulated Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and to be used to
develop a recommendation on the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (see
Attachment 7 of this letter for a complete list of the criteria). This request is also consistent with
provisions of Section IIl at number 5 of the 2006 NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 MOU.

“Caltrans Improves mobility across California™




Mr. Jim Bartel
December 20, 2010

Page 2

We are requesting your agency’s written response within 30 calendar days, per the 2006 MOU. If you
have any questions, please contact Tay Dam of FHWA at (213) 605-2013 or e-mail at
tay.dam@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

L
LT

" MARIE J. PETRY
Senior Environmental Planner
Special Studies

ce: Tay Dam/FHWA
Shawn Oliver/ FHWA
Larry Vinzant/ FHWA
Susan Meyet/USACE
Cathy Bechtel/RCTC
David Bricker/Caltrans District 8
Nassim Elias/Caltrans District 8
Marie Petry/Caltrans District 8
Merideth Cann/Jacobs Engineering
Rob McCann/LSA Associates, Inc.

Enclosures; Attachment 1: Background Information on the Mid County Parkway Alternatives
Attachment 2: Initial Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2004)
Attachment 3: Refined Set of Mid County Patkway Alternatives (2003)
Attachment 4: Modified Set of Mid County Parkway Alternatives (2010)
Attachment 5. Map of the Modified Set of Mid County Parkway Build Altematives
Attachment 6; Map of the Comparisonr of Build Alternatives 4, 3, and 9 Modified (2010) to

Build Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 (2005)

Attachment 7: Evaluation Criteria for MCP Alternatives

“Caltrans improves mobility aeross California™




ATTACHMENT 1: BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE MID COUNTY
PARKWAY ALTERNATIVES

In 2004, the initial set of Mid County Parkway (MCP) project alternatives was developed based on a
constraints analysis conducted with a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database and was
reviewed with the Small Working Group (SWG) agencies at monthly meetings. The constraints
database included considerations such as Waters of the U.5., sensitive hiological habitat and species,
Section 4{f) resource avoidance opportunities, engineering constraints, and potential community
impacts, This initial set of alternatives is described in Attachment 2. In August 2004, Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) sent a request for preliminary concurrence for the initial set of afternatives fo
be carried forward in the environmental process. In November and December 2004, the United States
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
provided preliminary concurrence on the initial sef of alternatives, A response letter from the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated their informal role of providing technical
assistance when requested and that the agency would not be providing formal concurrences per the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 404/Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

After the Notice of Intent (NOI) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) were published in 2004, the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) conducted a Value Analysis Study in April 2005 to
determine whether there were additional alignment refinements that could more effectively and
efficiently meet the project Purpose and Need. As a result of the Value Analysis Study, new
information became available with regard to the practicability of some of the alternative alignments, as
well as opportunities to forther avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts to existing habitat
reserves, Section 404 aquatic resources, Section 4({f) properties, and existing comrmunities. In addition,
during this same period, the MCP engineering and environmental project team conducted engineering
studies, environmental studies, field work, public scoping meetings, and traffic modeling for the MCP
project. Based on these studies and analyses, the SWG considered and approved the refined set of
alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS). The following summarizes the main changes from the initial set of alternative
identified in 2004 to the refined set of alternatives identified in 2005 (see Attachment 3 for a
description of the revised set of alternatives):

«  Eliminated the two alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) that included a parkway north of Lake
Mathews due to engineering feasibility issues

» Rerouted a segment of Alternatives 4 and 6 away from the Perris Dam

¢ Renumbered Alternative 8 to Alternative 1B {(No Action/No Project General Plan Circulation
Element Conditions)

« Added Alternative 9, the Far South Alternative, which avoids the Meatropolitan Water District of
Southern California (Metropolitan) reserve Jands established by the Lake Mathews Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

In October 2005, FHWA sent a follow-up request for preliminary coneurrence on this revised set of
Alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental process. In November and December 2005,
FHWA received preliminary concurrence on the refined set of alternatives from the USACE and EPA.
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A response letter from USTWS indicated their informal role of providing technical assistance when
requested and that the agency would not be providing formal concurrences per the NEPA 404/MOU.

In 2007, duaft techmical studies were completed to analyze potential impacts of the refined set of
alternatives and provided to the SWG dgencies for their reviéw. Based oni the findings of these
technical studies, FHWA requested final agreement on the refined set of alternatives to be carried
forward in the Draft EIR/EIS for the MCP project, including the two No Build/No Action and five
Build Alternatives. In November 2007, the USFWS again sent a letter stating that because they were
not involved in developing the Purpose and Need for the MCP project, their agency would not be able
to patticipate in a formal concurrence on the suite of alternatives. In December 2007, the USACE and
EPA sent letters to FITWA indicating their final agreement on the refined set of alternatives to be
evaluated in the BIR/EIS.

In October 2008, the Draft EIR/EIS for the MCP project was circulated for public review, with the
close of the public comment period on January 8, 2009. Two key themes emerged in the public review
comments: the cost and timing of available funds for the project and concerns about the impacts (o
rural communities and existing habifat reserves.

In Spring 2008, to address the conceras identified in public comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) as the lead agency under California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), FHWA as the lead agency under NEPA, and Caltrans acting as an agent and
providing oversight for the NEPA process, developed an approach for completing the EIR/EIS process
for the project, This approach modified the MCP project limiis from 32 miles (Interstate 15 [I-15] to
State Route 79 [SR-79]) to 16 miles (Interstate 215 [I-215] to SR-79) in order to focus transportation
funding where the need is the greatest, between [-215 to SR-72, On July 8, 2009, the RCTC Board
formaily took action to focus the MCP project between I-215 and SR-79 and to prepare a Recirculated
Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the modified project.

In early 2010, RCTC, FEWA, and Caltrans worked closely with the federal resource agencies to
modify the project Purpose and Need to reflect the revised project limits. In June 2010, the USACE
and EPA provided a formal “Agreement” response and USFWS provided a formal “No Comment”
response on the modified MCP project Purpose and Need consistent with provisions of Seetion IIT at
number 5 of the 2006 NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 MOU,

RCTC and the MCP project team has also worked closely with FHWA and Caltrans to develop a
modified set of alternatives to be evaluated in the RDEIR/SDEIS in response to RCTC’s Board action
in July 2009. The following sununarizes the main changes from the refined set of alternatives
evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS and the modified set of alternatives to be evaluated in the RDEIR/
SDEIS (also see Aftachments 4, 3, and 6 for a deseription and map of the modified set of alternatives):

A. Project limits for the build alternatives change to I-215 in the west and SR~79 in the east. The
portion of the original alternatives (2005) west of I-215 is no longer under consideration.

B. The horizontal alignment for Adternative 9 Modified through the City of Perris has shifted
approximately 1000 feet north to avoid Paragon Park.

C. Aleernative 9 Modified would include a local interchange at Rediands Avenue to replace the
local interchange previously proposed at Perris Bounlevard.

PAICYE3 I\Modified Projeci\Allernatives\Checkpoint 2-Request for Agreement on Range of Altematives for Modified Project 120110.doc




D. Improvements to I-215 include the following: (1) the addition of one auxiliary lune between
the MCP/I-2135 systems interchange and the adjacent service interchange to the north and south
to facilitate movement from the MCP and the I-215; (2} the addition of an operational/mixed
flow lane from MCP to the Van Buren Boulevard Interchange to accommodate additional
traffic onthe I-215-as a result of the MCP; and (3) the addition of an operational/mixed-flow -
lane from Nuevo Road to Cajaico-Ramona Expressway to facilitate weaving on the I-215.
Previous build alternatives (2005) included collector-distributor roads and realignment of I-
213; these improvements are no longer under consideration.

PAICY5310Modified Project\ibternatives\Checkpoint 2-Request for Agrecinent oi Renge of Alternatives for Modiffed Project 1201 10.doe




(O1/10/E1) 20P'OLTOEE 1920014 PAFIPOIA] 10 SOANBWISIY Jo oFumy U0 Juotaaify 1o 15anboyt-7 Mo Iy sARPLIN Y Io2[0Td PALIPOIMESAS N

UB[J UONEATSSUOD) JerTqey] $eweds s[dnuniy = dOHSI
QATRWNNY = Iy

UB[J [e100a0) ANINOD) SPISIARY 91} JO JUAWA[F UOLE[IIIL) SIONIPUO;)
a1 03 SuipIosoe yromiou pamme(d 21 U0 SIFRn £EO7 JUAUSTH UOHENINT) URld 1BIAUAD g
SILI0J USHOMN3 TUSULUDIE
ALIOIINOS M “PEOY ANRIqOS TH JO 1588 A11[108) 559002
wef g PaIont00 Juel-H1 01 -8 UB UL ‘PeOY AURIGOS 5 JO 159m
TEIUID) UI PITRN[BAS SeM JElM PUOAS( SPATSSSY | “SMOYIRIY S8 JO Y3NOS [ELIo1Ne SS2008 POT[ONT0D SUL[-¥ & pue
Sunordul 10 SUKLPUINIY JOHSIA ATURCD SMAIRIAT 52T JO TIou ABssaIdxs suwl-g B Suipniour ‘ueyy
Surnnbsr oy peaN pue osodm 1e0ul LBy | [RISUSD) UI PAPRJOUT SIUDMAACIIUN [BLIGITE JO vopejuawaldu] | 9ARRIINY SLERg RNOSAR [RIata0) L
SIS YSTON[) Justuasie
AJI9QUIOT B Yjim ‘PEOY 2JURIqOS [ JO 1582 AJI[IOR] S55008
P -PS[{OIUOD SUR[-([ 0] - UL PUR ‘PRO] 9URIGOS [5 JO 15om
[BIOUSL) UZ PAJENBAQ SeMm JRIM PUOAR] SaASSSaI | *SMOUIEIAT 93BT JO UINOS [ETESLEE SS9308 PA[[OIUOD SUR[-f & PR
Sumoedutr Yo iESpUILY JOHESI £UNoD SHAYIBIA "] JO TI0T Armssardxe suel-g v Surpnyour ‘uerg
Sunnbar nomm peaN pue ssodmd 198 AR | [RIOUSL) UI pIpUIOUL SjuamaA01du] [BROIIE JO UOBITAWAIAWT | 2ANBIISHY SHIJ YHON/IRL] [elalan 9
clur SousSe pue ‘satpnis SLIAJ YSNONN JRIUSITE APN0s pUE SASUIEI oX8 ] ANTRUIRY
SuresutSue “Fuuuerd renmm ySnony peynuspy J0 N0 A1fI98] §53028-PA[OI0S SUR[-QT 0} -§ T2 9PIACI] SLUIRJ YINOS/SMSEFRIA BT Yoy c
mdug Aouake pue ‘seipnis SH¥o] 5NONy JUAUITBTE A[JOUIIOU PUE SMAIETA ae QATIRUIANY
Sunssuisus “Surureld [enwn ySnonp paynuapy JO nos AJ1[1vey $59008-PI[[OHU0D JUBL-(T 01 -§ TR 9PIAOI SLIERJ TRION/SMQYIRIA 98] inog ¥
ndur AouaSe pue 'SaIpnis 194 Enong JUSWuSHE A[1oyInos Pue SMUTe[A] o9e' ] DATIRUIANY
SuneawSus ‘Smuwerd Eou ySnoly) peyuuepy O QIO AI[19E] $89008-PI[[ONU0D SUE[-Q] 0 -8 UR SPIAGIT S UINOS/SMOIEIA 248 [LION €
IndTl ADUssE pUB “SaIpls STLIa YSNOIY} WOWIENE A[I5UTI0N PUE SMAYIEA 9%E | JALBHNY
Suuseursus ‘Surrerd fentur ySnony payuusp] JO yuIou A1[198] $59008-Pa[[ORU0T JUB[-(] O] -§ UR SPIAQIL] SIEIaF UMON/SMOTIRIA e THON z
Aepoy
18TX2 A9Y3 S8 UBLUSI PIROm o ‘Kemssaadys suourey pue
. peoy] oofele;) 105 1de0xs J1omiau joans paureld wo STRN CEOT uonsy onaosforg oN 1
SaNSSY/SUIPN[IN] .10 WOSeFY uondrLsagg AWEN Y ON NV

($002) STALLVNYALTV AVMMAVA AINNOD QIN 10 LIS TVILINI 7 INTINHO VLIV




(OT/10/21) 20P'0L 10TT 20502 PAIPOIA JOF SIANTIIA[Y JO S5Ury to JussnSy 105 1sanboy-¢ OISR EUIAN[YFO(CI] PIIIPCIRIESADNS

6L INOY A\S = 645

ST SBISIONLE] = CT7-]
uoneuodsuety, jo jusmmdag BIGION[E]) = SUEN[E)
SALRWISIY = 1Y

DAXaSAY el UCIBAISSUOY) JENRE] BIEIOJTE )
WIAUNOS JO OLISLT Io7eA UeifodOnsiA o1 PIOAR

6{-9S PIe $17-] uoomaq Aeayred
§590%e-pej[0nuod 2UR[-§ 0] -Q B puB $17-] pue peCy QI0UIS[H PIO Uzamlaq

01 5007 ur sueneD Aq pajonpuoo Apnis sis[euy Aeaired $52008-Pa][0NUOD AUL-G O -0 € PUE AA[[LA PEOIA PUR SMOIIRIA DATBLINY SNUIAY
an[eA ol PuB SIIPNYS Sursaurdus Ui paynuspy aYe] 1109 Jo yinos Aemspred $59008-PI[ONN0D AUL[-Q 0] ~p B IPIAOIT BOUISB[J/UINOS T 6
"1990S JopTy SUOE ST JO K10 91 USNOI) JUSHILSIe UIaqnos &
SMOT[OF O SATIZIRIEY ‘PROY 21mIqOS [H JO 1588 AemiTed S59008 PaJjonuoo
alE]-g 03 ~0 B DU ‘D0 9IUBIQOS [T JO 352M ‘SMOUIRIA 32T JO [INO0s
Aemss1dxe 559008-PO[IONI0D SUR[-p B "SASUIRIAL SR 10 [LIOU [BLIR]TE
ueqIn SUR[-§ B SOPNIOU] "6 /-¥$ 01 PROy 2iUeIqog [ S0 1se9 LemyTed $50008
“PAIFOLIU0I JUB-YETS O} -X{S MAU B PUR DROY AIVEIGOS [ PUB CT-] UsamIa QATIRULIY SIEIa]
Surnrerd repmm yBnomny paynuap] SyuatraAo1duy JISISFE UOTRINGITY) UL [BISU9D) JO Honeuawpduy N0/ uUeJ [eIatan) L
'SR JO AITD) off USnoay) juswuS e WsnIol &
SMO[IOY O SATRWIANY "PROY SURIQOS [ Jo 1see femspred $59008 PI[onUos
JUE[-§ 01 -0 B PUB ‘PeOy 2URIOS 11 JO 159/ *SMILIBIA a8’ JO Jinos
S0QT UL SHBIfE]) £Q PRonpuoo Apms Lemsseadxe $§2008-Pa][ONUCD FULl-H B “SMAUIRAL 932 JO HI0U [ELaIeR
SISATEUY ONJEA A1) PUE 5IIPTIS SUISoUISTa UL | UeqIn sUe-f B Sepn[ol] "6/-3S 07 puoy SIueIqos T JO 15ea Aeavired ssaa0e SANEUINY
POLNUSPT sansst AMIqsea) SUI0oTIEUS JO JMsaT e -PRI[OIIU0D JUT[-§ 0 -9 #SU B PUE PROY SIUBIQOS [ PUE ¢ Usamiaq (urexqy) surag
52 PaINoIaY pue Suruerd [egIul YSNON] ponnuep] SHStaA0Id] JUSWISTT HOLRHINL) UR]] [RISUAD) JO UoNeuaunaydury UMON/UB]J [BISUSD) 9
199MS I9PTY QANBUISY (19215
Suofe stad Jo A1) oY) ySnony) JuauBIe LRYINOS B SMO[O] 18] SMAUTER] IapTY) SEURg UGS
Sunnrerd fenmy TENOR] paynUap] 9e JO [anos pejeaof Lesmdted $33008-PeIJORU0S SUR[-§ 01 -G B 9PIAOL] JSMAIBIAT BT TIN0S <
€007 UI SWENED) AQ Planpuo? Apuis
SISA[eUy An[eA 29Ul PUe seIpnss SuuesurSoa up UlBI(] STuad ou3 03 Juaselpe PANBILIANTY (URKT)
peynuapt sansst Arqrseay SuuzsurSuo Jo Jnsar e ‘SLI3J 30 A3 9Y1 YSnoxg JUSWUEIE UIIION B SAOJ[O] 124 SASYIRIA SLIIag YHION/SMOTIEIAT
§8 panoies pue Sumuuerd [y ySnony paynuepy 2T JO Ymos pajeso] Aemyted $59008-pal[00EOD SUB[-E O} -0 B SPIACL] ST YIN0S ¥
SUONIPEOD)
UMW VONBIRAID)
1 QANBWIN[Y 01 § SATRUINY WOl UE[{ [E12UAL) AJUNOT) SPISIDATY o1 JO JUSIL[ UOTE{ION) ueld feoton
parequinual pue Sunrerd renmr ySnony) peynuspy QUi 0] SUIPIOODE “IoMIoU J0eIIs patierd 211 UO S[eAS[ SIyen €E0T | ‘uonoy opnfoelorg on a1
ABpo] 151X SUCHIPUOD)
A3 SB WIBMIDI PIoM YoIm ‘Aerssordxy eUOURY pue peoy oopefe;) o) punoiry Sunsmy
Suruuerd ey ySnong pagnuspl | Siuatteaoxdurn aminy 1oy 1dsoxa NTomgat 19315 pauterd Ay U0 SIEN CLOZ IONOY oNvelorg onN V1
SoNSSI/EUWPN[DUY 10§ TOSESY] UORALIIS([ BN "IV ON IV

(S007) SHALLYNIAL TV AVMIAVI AINNOD AU 0 LAS ANIATY 3§ INTINHDVLLY




(GLLO/EY) 3001 TQZ1 130001 PRIFPOVY 0f SATIULIILY JO S3EY B0 JuIUAREY 10} J5omboY-T, OIS TEWSIT2a[01d PIIPOMNIESADNVS

61, IM0Y eI = 6L-US

<17 SISy = 5121

JratIaelS 10ed] [BIUSWHOITAUY = SIH
yodey wedur [EIUAIITOIANT = I8
DALY = NV

6002

Lrenuef 0] §007 19q0120 pie[noID
STHAITE 1R 913 JO MO1ARL arpend
Supmp pessaidxa SuI0U0I M 0
asnodsal Ut PALIPOU SI| 109f0%]

0Ny Bnuseld SUofe SLIed
10 &1y 9 gSnomy wonmuST e ATUEN0s € SA0][0] Tel 1582 S Ut LS
pUR 159M 911 T TZ-T U99MI9] Ke\031) SS950E-DIJIONUC) AUE[-0 B 2PIACIT

SATIRWIIY

anueAY E0UecE[d | PAWIPO 6

) 6002

Krenef 01 Q00T 12Q0100) PRIBMOILS
STAAYE eI 81 JO MITASL stgnd
Fuunp passaldye suIaduos Ij o
asuodser m payrpouwr siy 19901

Jeang Iapny Suole
suIag Jo KD o ygnorg) JuownS e Ue SMOT[0Y L) 1529 9T UI 648
PUE 1594 91 UL G 7-T U99a19g frMma01] $59208-pa[[OLU0D SUB[-0 B APIAGI]

SATIPIISNY

{ropry) SLEIRd YMOg | PIPON &

600T

ATenue( 0} 3007 1990100 PARMID
SIS, W] 94} Jo mataar ofgnd
Suump pesserdxa sUIsaUOs 4l 01
agundses ul PHLIIPON SHUY woloig

U] ST 1 0} Ju0eipe SHI9d
30 A119 913 YSNOIY] JUSUIUSI[E TISYIION & SMOT10] 78U} 1589 QU U1 L7498
plre 15am 9} UL GT7-] UeomIaq Aemasiy) $53002-P3[[COUCD SME]-9 € 9PIACI]

DALTWIANY

(Urea(y) SEIed YUON | PRUIPOIN ¥

Suruueld feRiul YSNON} pIYnUSPT

e} [eI0UaD) AUROD IPISIIATY U JO JUITII]F UOHEIIOIL
o 03 SUIpIODOE “{IoMIAU 19318 pourrerd a1y TWO ${AJ] DTFRN OF0T

SUCTHPUOT
JuStIe[q UOnBMOIy
UB[J [BIRUSD)

‘monoy opeaiord oN a1

Furuwerd fenil YSNOIY PSYHLAPT

Aepol SIE1X3 J 8 UIBWSI PINOMA UILTM.
*fLemssardheg vuourey 107 1deoxa YIom)al 12ans pouued oyl 1o onFen P07

SGOTHPUOD)
punoiny Sunsney
smonoy oN/19s{oIg oN V1

SANSS/B WIPTIU] J0] HOSEIY

(0T (ARE=TT

SUEN NV “ON NV

(0707) SEALLVNIALTY AVMAIV ALNAOD I 40 XAS AFIIICON 7 INANHD VLLY




Alternative 4 Modified

:‘ ' \ -.\ -
ey ! ~
I LY G R AT i ; i My T
] A Vatlay i
L s . ; -
' .
1 -
:

i

i
|

a

e Lt

‘.Llp-.luxrn an |

i

g
1
_.Eé__mm.n_____.. oy

_,'"
i
v n,

s
et
LA M

e e
\\ ’ 1. : \Y 3 "

1
Sl St

Alternative 9 Moditied

&
[

RS YN

SOURCE: TBM (2006), Jacobs Bngincering (11/2010)

L] 1,2 2.4 KILOMETERS
]

Alternatives 4, 5, and 9 Modified (2010)

9 0.75 1.5 MILES

EA 08-0F3200
LACVS3GIAIS 4, 5 & 9 Mod-9-20]C.edr (11/12/10)




Alternative 4 Modified

Palans an

w |
Han Jduslato

.! I“‘-:L!ﬂ\'- £a r!l.%in\
LEGEND
Build Alternatives 4, 5, 9 Modified (2010)
c=maeen Porfions of Build Alternaiives 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 (2005) No Longer Under Consideration
@ Refers to Referenced Text in Atlachment | Background Tnformation {pages 2 and 3)
Attachment 6
OuNTY '"-44.

SOURCE: FBM (2006), Jacobs Bngincering (11/2013}

%

3
. . n conerres | COMparison of Build Aitem.atives 4,5, .and 9 Modified (2010)
i ! to Build Alternatives 4, 3, 6, 7, & (2005)
Q Q.75 1.5 MILES

EA 08-0F3200

L/TCV531/G/Alls Comparison-20058&2010.cdr (11/29/10)




7o
ATTACHMENT 7:
MID COUNTY PARKWAY—EVALUATION CRITERTA FOR SELECTING THE

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND LEAST ENVIRONMENTALLY DAMAGING
PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE (PRE-DELIBERATIVE DRAFT)

INTRODUCTION

On July 8, 2009, the RCTC Board formally took action to refocus the Mid County Parkway (MCP) project
between -215 and SR-79. As a result of the RCTC’s Board aclion, a Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS is being prepared for the modified project. This docoment presents the evaluation criteria to be
considered in the NEPA/CEQA review to aid in the selection of the Preferred Alternative and the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) for the modified Mid-County Parkway
(MCP) project in western Riverside County, California.

Pursuant to the 20006 Memorandum of Understanding for the National Environmental Policy Act and
Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Federal Aid Surface Transportation Projects in
Califernia (2006 NEPA/404 MQOU), the evaluation criteria have been prepared for review and concurrence
by the signatory apencies to the NEPA/404 MOU. The criteria are based on the original December 2004
criteria and have been updated to reflect the modified project. The criteria are described below followed by
a brief discussion of how the criteria will be applied to assist the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
with determining the LEDPA.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

The 2006 NEPA/404 MOU recommends that the checkpoint for the identification of the range of
alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS also include consideration of the criteria used to select and
analyze the alternatives. For the MCP project, a draft evaluation matrix is provided in Attachment A, The
criteria are presented in three broad categories, with specific criteria listed under each. These criteria
would be applied in the evaluation of all of the modified MCP project alternatives.

L Purpose and Need

Seven specific criteria make up the Purpose and Need criteria; these are taken directly from the approved
Statement of Purpose and Need for the MCP project (June 2010) and are described below. An
alternative’s ability to meet the project purpose and need is crifical to determining whether an alternative is
reasonable and practicable.

1. Provide Capacity for 2040, This criterion will measure whether the MCP alfernatives provide

capacity sufficient to meet 2040 traffic demand in the MCP study area. Metyics may include
quantifying vehicle miles of travel, vehicle hours of delay, miles of congested arterials, and travel
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time savings both within the MCP study area and at a regional scale for freeways and arterial
highways.

2. Serve regional movement of people and goeods, This criterion will evaluate how well an
alternative carries through on long hanl trips through the MCP study area, in addition to how well
it serves major employment generators.

3. Provide roadway geomeirics to meet State highway design standards, This criterion will
evaluate the degree to which an alternative will meet or exceed State highway design standards.
As a new transportation facility, the goal is to provide a design that meets or exceeds State
highway design standards in order to provide a high level of traffic safety.

4. Provide limited access facility. This criterion will guantify the number of and spacing of access
points along an alternative. This criterion will consider the “ultimate” condition of any of the
Build Alternatives and would not measure the number of access points at an interim condition of
phased implementation.

5. Accommedate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) Naiional Priority Network
Trucks. This criterion will measure the degree to which an alternative will either meet or exceed
STAA truck requirements.

6. Provide a facility that is compatible with a future multimodal transportation system. This
criterion will evaluate how well an alternative would accommodate future multimodal
opportunities including but not limited to carpoot lanes, commuter bikeways, express bus service,
bus rapid transit, light rail, and high speed rail proposals currently under study in Southern
California.

7. Provide an eifective and efficient connection between and through San Jacinto and Perris.
This criterion will evaluate whether an alternative effectively and efficiently provides a connection
between and through San Jacinto and Peiris (e.g., an alternative that is circoitous with too many
access points would not meet this criterion as well as a more direct route with fewer access points).

Effectiveness will be measured by looking at how well an alternative provides system linkages
both for highways (e.g., I-2215, and SR-79) and transit facilities (e.g., existing and propoesed
Metrolink stations). Other considerations include the number of congested intersections in 2040,
the accident reduction potential (e.g., does the alternative eliminate known hazards along an
alignment?), an altemnative’s compatibility with the local cireulation network (i.e., does it bisect
local roads making local traffic movement less convenient?), and whether an alternative reduces
regional trips on the local highway system,

1I. Reasonable and Practicable

The evaluation of alternatives must consider a reasonable range of options that could fulfill the project
purpose and need. Reasonable alternatives are those that “are practical or feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the
applicant” (CEQ, 1981). An alternative is practicable if it: 1} meets the purpose and need; 2) is available
and capable of being done (i.e., it can be accomplished within the financial resources that could reasonably
be made available and it is feasible from the standpoint of techmology and logistics); and, 3) will not create
other unacceptable impacts such as severe operation or safety problems, or serious socioeconomic or
environmental impacts.

PACVI3 IWModified ProjectuAlternatives\Checkeoint 2-Request for Agreement on Range of Alternatives for Modified Project 1201 10.doc 2




Similarly, the evaluation of alternatives for purposes of the 404(b){1) Guidelines must consider a
reasonable range of practicable alternatives. Practicable is defined in regulation as “available and capable
of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of the overall
project purposes” (40 C.F.R. 230). Accordingly, the criteria listed below address whether an alternative is
“reasonable” (NEPA) and “practicable” {(Section 404 of the Clean Water Act [CWAD.

1. €Cost. Since cost is a major component in the determination of whether an alternative is
" “reasonable” as well as “practicable,” thi§ criterion addresses the fotal cost'of each alternative
including the costs of construction, right-of-way acquisiiion, environmental mitigation, and
enginecering/design. Each of these elements would include adminisivative costs and contingencies.
Future ongoing operation and maintenance costs will also be considered,

i1 Construction

1.2 Right-of-Way Acquisition
1.3 Mitigation

1.4  Engineering/Design

2. Technological Constraints. An example of technological constraints might be how the project is
designed to be compatible with Metropolitan Water District facilities (e.g., Colorado River
Aqueduct)—if, for example, there would be significant safety issues that technologically cannot be
adequately addressed or overcome through state-of-the-art engineering methods, design, and/or
construction practices or equipment.

2.1 Safety (Non Highway)
2.2 Engineering Issues

3. Logistical Constraints. Logistical constrainis are those which entail construction methodologies
or project features that render an alternative infeasible. Examples might be an alternative that
involves long haul routes of borrow or fill material over two lane rural roads, or an alternative that
conflicted with existing airport operations.

31 Specific parameter/criterion (as applicable)
3.2 Specific parameter/criterion (as applicable)

4. Other NEPA/404 Criteria. The NEPA/404 Guidance Paper (provided as an appendix to the
1994 NEPA/404 MOU) lists seven practicability constraints for the initial selection of alternatives.
Four of these constraints (meeting purpose and need, cost, operational/safety problems, and
logistical/technical constraints) are already reflected in the abave criteria for the MCP project.
Another is for consideration of demographics relative to trausit projects and would not apply to the
MCP project. The two other NEPA/404 criteria are listed below for consideration in determining
the reasonableness of the MCP alternatives. These criteria would consider social, economic,
environmental, or community impacts so severe that they would render an alternative
unreasonable. In Section I (Environmental Impacts) below, similar environmental eriteria are
presented in order to highlight differences for the NEPA decision-makers between those
alternatives that have been determined to be Reasonable and Practicable.

4.1 Unacceptable adverse social, econonic, or environmental impacts.
4.2 Serious community disruption
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IH,

Environmental Impacts

This category addresses a variety of environmental criteria, including those that are fundamental to the
Section 404(b)}(1) alternatives analysis and the determination of the LEDPA. Foremost, the 404(b)(1)
Guidelines require that the practicable alternative that results in the least adverse impact to aquatic
resources be selected unless this alternative would result in other significant adverse environmental
impacts (40 C.E.R. 230.10(a)). In making this determination, deference is given to aguatic resources in
that it is presumed that practicable alternatives exist that have less adverse impacts on special aquatic sites,
and that all practicable alternatives that do not involve a discharge Into a special aquatic site are presumed
to have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise,

1

Water Resources/Aquatic Ecosystern. These criteria will assess the quantity of jurisdictional
waters/wetlands (including vernal pools) directly impacted by each alternative, the functions and
values affected, indirect effects to aquatic resources (e.g., adverse or beneficial effects to
hydrology, water quality, and habitat), and cumulative impacts to aquatic resources. As required
under the Section 404{b)(1) guidelines and pursuant to the 1990 Memorandum of Agreement
between the Corps and EPA, impacts to the aguatic environment will be quantified and compared
amongst the alternatives prior to compensatory mitigation. This criterion will also quantify
acreages of affected 100-year floodplains. The number of beneficial uses impacted will be
quantified and the impact to beneficial nses will be characterized, Finally, an assessment will be
provided of each alternative’s ability to meet aquatic resource conservation goals of the proposed
Special Area Management Plans (SAMP) for Western Riverside County.

Threatened and Endangered Species. This criterion will assess direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects to threatened and endangered wildlife and plant species. Habitat fragmentation and effects
on wildlife species movement will be assessed for each alternative.

Plant Communities. This criterion will assess each alternative’s effects on sensitive plant
communities and habitat types in the study area,

Effects on Existing Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs), This criterion will assess each
alternative’s effects on the conservation goals of existing HCPs in the study area, including the
Stephens Kangaroo Rat HCP,

Western Riverside County MSHCP. This criterion will assess an alternative’s consistency with
the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The analysis will assess whether MSHCP conservation
goals can be met for a given alternative. Part of this criterion will quantify the amount of
mitigation acreage required and will then assess whether such mitigation acreage is available.

Section 4(f) Properties,I Section 4(f) properties include public park and recreation lands,
wildlife refuges, and historic sites on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historie
Places (National Register). This criterion will quantify the number of Section 4(f) resources
affected by each alternative, including those affected by direct use (right-of-way acquisition) as
well as canstructive use (effects such as noise and visual impacts). Acreages will be quantified for
resources such as existing wildlife refuges. Section 4(f) also applies to archaeological sites listed
on or eligible for listing on the National Register that warrant preservation in place. Avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures will be considered in the determination of which
alternative causes the fewest impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

PMCYS3IIWModified Projec\Alternatives\Checkpoint 2-Request for Agreement on Range of Allemalives for Modified Project 120110.doc
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7. Section 6(f) Lands,1 Direct impacts will be quantified for any impacts (acquisition) to Section
6(f) lands (these are lands that have been acquired or improved using grants through the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act),

8. Cultural Resources. In addition to cultural rescurces that are listed on or eligible for listing on
the National Register, which will be addressed under the Section 4(f) criterion above, this criterion
will quantify the total number of prehistoric and historie resources affected by each alternative,
Adverse impacts will be described for each alternative. Potential impacts to sacred sites identified
through Native American consultation will be evaluated.

9. Land Use Impacis. This criterion will quantify a number of different land use impacts including
business/residential access impacts, and farmlands affected (including Prime, Unique, and
Farmlands of Statewide/Local Importance). Consistency with General Plan Land Use Elements
(for Riverside County and the cities of San Jacinto and Perris) will also be assessed under this
criterion.

Socioeconomic/Community Impacts. This criterion will focus on several areas of concern to the
lacal communities, including disruptions to existing travel patterns, community service disruptions
{such as police, fire, emergency medical services), number of business/residential displacements,
and neighborhood/community values impacts (i.e., will an alternative divide or distupt an
established neighborhood?). In addition, any environmental justice considerafions (potential for
dispropoitionate impacts to low income and/or minority communities) will be addressed under this
criterion. Support of an alternative by the affected local jurisdictions, community groups, and the
general public will also be noted for each alternative,

10

11. Air Quality. This criterion will measure differences in emissions between alternatives and note,

which alternatives, if any, would result in emissions standards being exceeded.

12. Noise. These criteria will assess noise impacts to sensitive receptors along each alternative. The
criterion will quantify both the number of receptors affected and the amount of noise mitigation
required.

CRITERTA APPLICATION

The intent of the early identification and consistent application of the evaluation criteria is twofold: (1) to
establish a transparent process for objectively selecting the Preferred Alternative/I.EDPA, and (2) ensure
that the process is compliant with all applicable laws and regulations. For the MCP project, the evaluation
criteria have been identified and categorized to address the key decision points in the NEPA and Section
404 of the CWA processes. These broad categories of evaluation criteria are described above in Sections I
through IIT and are presented in matrix form in Attachment A. The three categories are as follows: (1)
Purpose and Need; (2) Reasonable and Practicable; and (3) Environmental Impacts. Alternatives would be
subject to evaluation under Category II (Environmental Impacts) only after an alternative was determined
to meet Purpose and Need and be Reasonable and Practicable.

All proposed alternatives would undergo a rigorous and equivalent analysis conunensurate with the
severity and extent of project impacts. The assumptions relating to on-site design variations, such as

1 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965.
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bridging, reduced cut-and-fill activily, lane or median widths, slopes, and retaining structures will be
uniformly applied to all alternatives.

The federal CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines require that the practicable alternative that would involve
the Jeast adverse impact to aquatic resources be chosen unless this alternative would have other significant
adverse environmental consequences (40 CFR 230,10(a)). Similarly, Section 4{f} (codified at 23 CFR
774) allows the {ransportation agency to reject an alternative as not feasible or prudent if “unacceptable
adverse environmental impacts” would result (FHWA, November 15, 1989). Thus, both regulations allow
the potential for other significant environmental impacts to override either protection of aquatic resources
under Section 404 or preservation of public park and recreation lands, wildlife refuges, and historic sites
under Section 4(f).

The NEPA/404 MOU Guidance Paper further notes that; “Sometimes the only practicable alternatives that
are available wonld either fill aquatic resonrces or impact Section 4(f) resources, Thus, in some
circumstances it may be necessary to accept impacts fo one resource in order to avoid or minimize impacts
to another resource, The alternatives analysis should reflect the equal consideration of Section 4(f) and
Section 404 concerns when evaluating alternatives. However, this equal consideration may change
depending upon specific project and community circumstances, and the magnitude of the impacts. The
alternative that would result in the least overall environmental harm as determined through discussions
with regulatory and resource agencies needs to be selected.” For the MCP project, the criteria presented
above provide for this equal consideration of Section 4(f) and Section 404 concerns, while integrating the
evaluation of other important environmental factors such as threatened/endangered species and the affected
communities.
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1.6 Water Quality Canstruction Impacts

1.7 Water Quality Permanent Impacts

2. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

2.1 Species/Populations Affected (Wildlife)

2.2 Species/Populations Affected (Plants)

3. PLANT COMMUNITIES

3.1 Sensiive Plant Communities Affected

4. EFFECTS ON EXISTING HCPS

4.1 SKR HCP AREAS

5. WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP

5.1 MSHCP Consistency Dstermination

5.2 Conservation Goals Met

5.3 Mitigation Acreage Required

5.4 Mitigation Acreage Avallable

6. SECTION 4(f} RESOURCES

6.1 Section 4(f} Resources - direct use

6.2 Section 4{f} Resources - consfructive use

7. SECTION 6(f) LANDS

7.1 Section 8(f) Lands Affected

8. CULTURAL RESOURCES
(includes sltes not eligible for National Register)

8.1 Prehistoric Archaeological Resources

8.2 Historic Archaeolegical/Architectural Resources

8.3 Sacred Sites

9. LAND USE IMPACTS

9.1 Business/Residential Access Impacts

9.2 Consistency with General Plan Land Use Element

9.2A. Cities of San Jacinto, Perris, & Corona

9.28. County of Riverside

9.3 Farmland Impacts

10. SOCIOECONOMIC/COMMUNITY HAPACTS

10.1 Business Displacements

10.2 Residentiaf Displacements

10.3 Travel Pattern Disruptions

PAICV53I\Wodified ProjectAllematives\Checkpoinl 2-Request for Agreement one Range of Altemnatives for Medified Praject 120110.doc




Attachment A — Evaluation Criteria for the MCP Alternatives

. PURPOSE AND NEED

1. Provide capagcity for 2040

2, Berve regional movement of people and goods

3. Provide roadway geametrics to meet State Highway
design standards

4. Provide limited-access facility

5, Accommodate STAA trucks

8. Provide a facilily that is compatible with a future
multimodal transportation systerm

7. Provide an effective and efficient connection between and
through San Jacinto and Perrls

Il. REASONABLE AND PRACTICABLE

1. COST

1.1 Construction

1.2 Right-of-Way Acquisition

1.4 Mitigation 2

1.3 Total {Construction, Mitigation, ROW)

1.5 Engineering/Design

2. TECHNOLOGICAL CONSTRAINTS

2.1 Safety (Non-Highway)

2.2 Engineering lssues

3. LOGISTICAL CONSTRAINTS

3.1 Logisiical Constraints

4. OTHER NEPA/404 CRITERIA

4.1 Unacceptable Adverse Social, Economic, or Envirenmental Impacts

4.2 Serlous Community Disruption

lll. ENVIRCGNMENTAL

1. WATER RESGURCES/AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM

1.1 Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands {Impacis to Waters of the U.8.)
including vernal pools

1.1A. Galifornia Depariment of Fish and Game Riparian Area

1.2 Functions/Values Affected

1.3 Consistent with SAMP goals

1.4 Floadplain Impasts

1.5 Beneficial Uses Affacted
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10.4 Environmental Justlce Concerns

10.5 Community Service Disruptions {EMS, fire, police)

10.6 Neighbarhood/Community Impacts

10,7 Schools

10.8 Support by Local Jutisdictions, Communily Groups, and Public
11. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

11.1 Criterla Pollutant Emissions in the MCP Region

11.2 Exceedances of NAAQS Emission Standards
12. NOISE IMPACTS

2.1 Sensitive Receptors Affected

12.2 Amount of Mitigation Required

Construction cost includes mitigation costs for each alternative

Environmental Mitigation Costs include cost to purchase acreage for mitigation and combined
wildlifs crossing culvarts
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY

g 1
= 4 REGION IX
%e% ) 75 Hawlhorne Street
e pnme&'-‘p : : “&an Francisco, CA 84105
JAN 31 280
Shawn QOliver

Federal Highway Admlmstratmn
650 Capitol Mall, #4-100
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear M. Oliver:

. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is writing in response to'the December
20, 2010 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) request for “Agreement” on the
Moedified Range of Alternatives for the Mid County Patkway (MCP) Project, Riverside County,
California. The purpose of this letter is to express EPA’s “Agreement” with the Modified Range
of Alternatives in accordance with the April 2006 National Environmental Policy Act and Clean
Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Federal Aid Surface T anspormtzon Projects’
Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU).

, Caltrans, on behalf of Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) the lead federal agency
under NEPA, is preparing a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) to
improve west-east transportation in western Riverside County between Interstate 215 in the west
and State Route (SR) 79 in the east. The original DEIS examined a larger 32-mile corridor from
SR 79 west to Inferstate 15, EPA has coordinated with Caltrans, Riverside County :
Transportation Cominission, as well as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Fish and -
Wildlife Service, in the development and review of the Modified Range of Alternatives doring
interagency meetings. We are pleased that the comments of the federal regulatory agencies have
been addressed through the NEPA/404 MOU coordination process. EPA agrees with the
Modified Range of Alternatives as identified in the materials submitted to EPA on December 20,

2010.

. Thank you for this opportunity to participate in the development of the MCP Range of

. Alternatives, We look forward to confinued par l:xc1pat10n in this project through the NEPA/404
MOU process. H you have any questions, please feel free to contact Susan Sturges at 415-947-
4188 (siurges.susan@epa.gov), the lead reviewer for this project,

' Sincerely, '

Connell Dunning, Trangfortation Team -
Supervisor ' '
-Environmental Review Ofﬁce
Communities and Bcosystems Division
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0 BOX 532711
LOS ANGELES, GALIFORNIA 90053-2325

REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF: _ January 31, 2011

Regulatory Division

Ms. Marie J. Petry
Senior Environmental Planner -

. State of California, Department of Transportation
District 8, Environmental Pladning (MS 821)
464 West 47 Street, 6™ Floor
San Bernardino, California 92401-1400

Dear Ms. Petry:

I am responding to your request for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers® (Corps) agreement
on the modified range of alternatives to be evaluated in the Mid-County Parkway (MCP)
Praject Draft Re-circulated Environmental Impact Report/Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (DREIR/DSEIS) pursvant to “Checkpoint B” in the National Environmental
Policy Act/Clean Water Act Section-404 Integration Process for Federal Aid Surface
Transportation Projects in California Memorandum of Undersianding (April 2006). Based on
the information contained in Attachments 1 through 6 of your December 20, 2010 Checkpoint B
correspondence, we agree with the modified set of alternatives, namely: Alternatives 1A, 1B, 4
Modified, 5 Modified and 9 Modified. This letter of agreement supersedes our
December 14, 2007 letter of concurrence on the ‘refined’ set of MCP alternatives which had
been evaluated in the 2008 Draft EIR/EIS before the MCP project was re-scoped and re-designed

in 2009-10. :

T am forwarding a copy of this correspondence to My, Tay Dam, Fedéral Highway
Administration, Los Angeles Metro Office, 888 South Figueroa Street, Suite 1850, Los Angeles,
CA 90017; Ms. Cathy Bechiel, Riverside County Transportation Comunission, 4080 Lemon
Street, 3¢ Floor, Riverside, CA 92501; Ms. Susan Sturges, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region X, 75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA 94105; and Ms, Karin Cleary-
Rose, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, 6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite'101,

Carlsbad, CA 92011,

We look forward to our on-going participation in the MCP Simall Working Group meetings
and the opportunity to review a copy of the administrative draft REIR/SEIS when it becomes
available. Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact
Ms. Susan A. Meyer, Senior Project Manager, of my staff at (808) 438-2137 or electronically at
susan.a.meyer@uace.arnry.mil. Assisting the regulated public is important to us, so your
feedback and comments on your experience with our Regulatory Program office are appreciated.




CC:  Marie Pefry, California Departzﬁcnt of Tfansportation“
Cathy Bechtel, Riverside County Transportation Commission

CC via email: Kaiin Cleary-Rose, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Susan Meyer, U.S. Army Corps of Enginecrs
.. Scott Dawson, California Department of Fish and Game
Rob McCann, LSA Associates, Ine.
* John Chisholm, Calfrans District 11




FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101
Carlsbad, Californiz 92011

HEGED v

|
e Mo | R A
5. Marie J. Petry l[\ SRR Sg il YD JAN 9 8 0t
Department of Transportation :
District 8, Environmental Planning (MS 821) RIVERSIDE COUNTY

464 West 4" Street, 6¢h Floor RANSPRATATION COMMISSION

San Bernardino, California 92401-1400

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-WRIV-08B0030-f I TA0245

Subject:  Request for:Agreement on the Modified Range of Alternatives for the Mid County
Parkway Project, Riverside County, California

Dear Ms. Petry:

This letter responds to your request dated December 20, 2010, for formal agreement on the modified
range of alternatives for the Mid County Parkway project pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act and Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface Transportation Projects
(NEPA/404 MOU), By transmittal of this letter we provide our agreement with the range .
alternatives you have identified for analysis in the Re-circulated Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement. ‘The modified set of alternatives inchuded as
Attachments 4 and 5 with your request.

Your letter also requests that the evaluation criteria developed in 2004 be used to identify the Least
Environmentally Damaging Alternative. The 2004 criteria were included as Attachment 7 to your
letter. We did not participate in the development of the evaluation criteria in 2004, but have no
cbjection to the criteria presented. We do recommend that consistency with the Special Area
Management Plan (SAMP) goals be removed from the evaluation criteria for Water Resources/
Aquatic Ecosystem, because there is no SAMP in the San Jacinto Watershed at this time.

We appreciate the oppdrtunity to participate in the transportation planning process and look forward
to our continued coordination in these matters. If you have any question regarding this letter, please
contact Karin Cleary-Rose of this office at (760) 431-9440 ext. 228,

Sincerely,

Assistant Field Supervisor

TAKE PRIDE§%— 4

INAMERICASSSY




You are invited to complete our customer survey Iocated at the followmg website:
http:/fper2.nwp.usace. armny. mil/survey.hitml.

Sincerely,

-y 7 4

Spencer D, MacNeil, D. Env.
Chief, Transportation and Special Projects Branch




. BEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
L.OS ANGELES DISTRICT, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 532711 .
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325

December 18, 2013

Ms. Cathy Bechiel

Director of Planning and Programming
Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon Street

P.0. Box 12008

Riverside, California 92502

Dear Ms. Bechtel:

' Reference is made to your request, dated December 12, 2013, for a Department of the
Army preliminary jurisdictional determination (PID) for the proposed Mid-County Parkway
(MCP) Project Iocated in the approximately 16-mile-long east-west transportation corridor study
area between the cities of San Jacinto and Perris in westem Riverside County, California (refer to
Corps File No. SPL-2013-00225).

Based on available information, including data presented in the Mid-County Parkway
Jurisdictional Delineation and Assessment Report (“report”; dated December 2013), it appears
waters of the United States (U.S.) may be present within the transportation study area in the
approximate locations noted on the maps'and drawings confained in Appendix A of the subject
report. Specitically, the report identifies 82 separate drainage features and/or wetlands ocourring
within the PID review area. All referenced supporting technical documents, maps, and
photographs are contained in our official administrative record. :

The basis for the PID can be found on the enclosed “Preliminary Jurisdictional
Determination Form™ (Enclosure), Pleage sign and date the enclosed form and return it to the
Los Angeles District Regulatory Division office within two weeks of the date of this letter.
Preliminary JDs are non-binding wiitten indications that there may be waters of the U.S,,
including wetlands, on a parcel or indications of the approximate location(s) of waters 6f the
U.8, or wetlands on a parcel. Preliminary JDs are advisory in nature and may not be appealed.
As the permit applicant who requested this PJD you are hereby advised of your option to request
and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination for this site. The option to obtain an
approved JD in this instarice and at this time has been declined. For purposes of computation of
impacts, compensatory mitigation requirements, and other resource protection measures, &
permit decision made on the basis of a PJD will freat all waters and wetlands that would be
affected in any way by the permitted activity on the site as if they are jurisdictional waters of the

U.s.

Please note that PIDs may not be appealed through the Corps” administrative appeal
process prescribed at 33 CFR part 331. Further, a proffered individual permit (and all terms and
conditions contained therein), or individual permit denial can be administratively appealed
pursuant to 33 CFR pazt 331, and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be
raised (see 33 CFR § 331.5(a)(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary to
make an official determination whether Clean Water Act (CWA) jurisdiction exists over asite,




or to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will provide an
approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.

. ..In addition, it is npted that as pait of the State Route 79 (SR~79) Realignment Project the
Los Angeles District issued an approved JD on April 14, 2011 that included two aquatic features,
referred to in the MCP Project report as “CP008” and “CP0010” that occur in an area common to
both the MCP Project study area and the SR-79 Realignment Project study area (i.e., overlapping
study areas). The SR-79 Realignment Project approved JD found both aquatic features to be
intra-state, isolated aquatic features that do not support inter-state or foreign commerce and
therefore, are not regulated under section 404 of the CWA (reference Corps File No. SPL-2004-
00289-8JH). Accordingly, we have excluded these two sites from the MCP PJD. The SR-79
Realignment Project approved JD remains valid and will expire April 14, 2016, unless new
information warrants revision of the determination before the expiration date.

This defermination has been issued to identify the extent of the Corps’ section 404 of the
CWA geographic jurisdiction on the MICP Project site identified in your request. This
determination may not be valid for the wetland conservation provisions of the Food Security Act
0’1985, If you or your tenant(s) are U.S, Department of Agriculture (USDA) program
participants, or anticipate participation in USDA programs, you should request a certified
wetland determination from the local office of the Natural Resources Conservation Service prior
to starting work., :

Thank you for participating in the Regulatory progtarm. If you have any guestions, please
contact me at (808) 835-4599 or via e-mail at susan.a.meyer@usace.army.mil. Please complete
the customer swrvey form at hitp:/corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/em_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey,
which would help our organization evaluate and improve the tegulatoty experience for others.

Sincerely,

WW.UW

sSusan A, Meyer
Transportation & Special Projects Branch

Enclosure




PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINAT. ION FORM

This preliminary JI finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the subject project site, and identifies
all aquatic features on thesite that could be affected by the proposed aetivity, based on the following information:

District Office: [ Los Angeles District | File/ORM i | SPL-2013-00225 | PID Date: [ 1211802013 ]
State | CA City/County | Rivesside |
Nearest Waterbodies: Percis Valley Channel and San Jacinto River || MName/Address g?m}f’ _lzeehte! N . .
Location: TRS, MCP Project Reaches 6,7, and 8, including of Person “{‘é?sé)c County Transportation Commission
Lat/Long or UTM: multiple drainage systems and miscellaneous || Requesting P.0. Box 12008
:]grr:med drainages - See Appendix A of this FID Riverside, California 92502
Identify {Estimate) Amount of Waters in the Review Area; Name of Any Water Bodijes Tidal: | NA
Non:-Wetland Waters; _ Stream Clow; on the Site 1dentified as '
lincar fi width | 31.38 | acres ieg‘{:}sllgc;;dr;: Section 10 Waters: Non-Tidal: | NA
' i Cowardin [ See Apnendic A Office (Desk) Determination Date of
Wetlands; | 2947 | acre(s) Class: Oﬂhisp E,m, [] Field Determination Field Trip: NA

SUPPORTING DATA: Data reviewed for preliminary 31 (check all that apply - ehecked {tems should be included iu case Mile and, where
cheelted and requested, appropriately veference somrees helow): ?
B -Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consuitant; [ ID Report, Appendix A, Figures 4.1-4.10 (LSA 2013) ]

Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/cansultant.
Office concurs with data sheets/delincation report.
L[] Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report,

Data sheets prepared by the Corps.
Corps navigable waters’ study: i ]

U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:
] USGS NHD data.
[J USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.

U.8. Geological Survey map(s). Cite quad name: |
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:

oo

National wetlands invenlory map{s}. Cite name: [
StalefLocal wetland inventory map(s)y: |
FEMAJ/FIRM maps: |
[00-year Floodplain Elevation is: I

Photographs: (1 Aerial Name & Date):
[7T Other (Name & Date):

Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response fetter: | “}
Other information {please specify): ! . ]

7

IMPQRTANT NOTE: The information recorded o this form hins nod necessarily been verifyfthe Coeps apgl sh 1 not bk ¢ lﬁ:d upon for bater furisdictionat determinations.
) )

) 7~ (7;{544¢f/ e At _ # /-

»3 /WJ/@//%{ﬁ £5H fosoc VA UK

Bignature and Dale of Regulatory Project, “Signatitre and Datg,/gf’[’ersﬁl Requesting Prefiminary 1D
{REQUIRED) {REQUIRLED, unlcss ablaining the signature is imprecticabic)

EXPLANATION OF PRELIMINARY AND APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL BETERMINATIONS:

I. The Carps of Engincers belivcves that there may be jurisdictional waters of the Uniled States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other
affected party who requested this preliminary JID is hereby advised of his or her option to request and obtain an approved Jurisdictional
determination (JD) for that site. Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this preliminary ID has declined to exercise the
option lo pbtain an approved JD in this instance and at this time.

2. In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or 2 Naltonwide General Permit (NWP) or other peneral permit
verification requiring “preconstruction netification™ (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting NWP or ather general permit, and the
permit applicant has not requested an approved 1D for the activity, the permit applicant is heveby made aware of the follewing: (1) the permit
applicant has clected te seek a permil authorization based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an ofticial determination of jurisdictional
waters; {2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved JD before accepling the tlerms and conditions of the permit authorization, and
thal basing a penmit authorizaiion on an appraved JD could possibly result in less compensatory mitigation being required or different special
conditions; (3} that the applicant has (he right to request an individual permit rather than aceepting the terms and conditions of the NWP or other
general permit authorization; (4) that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply with all the terms and condilions
of that permit, including whatever mitigation requirements the Carps has delermined (o be necessary; (3) that undertaking any activity in reliance

NN

ug ococogono




upen the subject permit authorization without roquesting an approved JD constitutes the applicant's acceptance of the vuse of the prefiminary JD
but that ¢ither form of ID will be processed as scon as s practicable; {6} accepting a permit authorization {e.g., signing a proffered Encfividuai
permit} or undertaking any activity in refiance on any Form of Corps permit authorization based on a prefiminary JD constitutes agreement that all
wetlands and other water bodies an the site affected in any way by that activity are jurisdietional waters of the United Stoates, and precludes an
challenge to such jurisdiction in any administrative or Judicial compliance or enforcement action, or in any administrative appc'a! orin any Federaﬁ
court; and (7) wheiher the appicant elects to vse either an appraved ID or a preliminary JD, that JD will be processed as soon as is practicable
Further, an approved ID, a proffered individual permit {and alf terms and conditions contained therein}, or individual permit denial can bl
administratively appealed pursuant to 33 CR.R, Pait 331, and that in any edministrative appeal, Jurisdictional issves can be raised (see 33 C.F. RB
33L5()(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, i becomes necessary to make an official determination whether CWA jurisdiction exists O;re.r a
site, or to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will provide an approved ID to accomplish that resuit,
soon as is practicable. o




PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM

This preliminary JD finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the subject project site, and identifies
all aquatic features on the site that could be affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information:

Appendix A — Sites
District Office: |_Los Angeles District | File/ORM #: | SPL-2013-00225 | PJID Date: | 121872013 ]
State [CA | City/County [ Riverside __] Person Requesting PID [ Cathy Bechel, RCTC ]

Est, Amount of
Aquatic Resouree in Class of Aquatic
Site Number Latitude Longitude  Cowardin Class Flow Review Aren Resonrce

REACH 6 {1efer to Aid-County Parkway Jurisdictional Delineation & Assessment Report, Appendix A, Figures4.1,4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6, dated
December 2013)

. - 0.21 acre non~wetland || Section 404 non-
Drainage System 57 33.870015 || -117.262314 Riverine Intermittent 0.05 acre wetland wetland and wetland
] Pajusirine, serub- <0.01 acre non-wetland || Section 404 wetland
Drainage System 58 33850378 | -117.253866 shrub Intermittent 0.03 acre wetland and non-wetland
., (.35 acre non-wetland Section 404 non-
Drainage System 59 33.841832 -117.24601] Riverine Ephemeral wetland
] _ 4.6 acres non-wetland | Seetion 404 non-
Drainage System 60 33.825683 || -117.20799% Riverine Perennial 1.76 acres wetlands wetland and wetland
CM 31 33.847048 ~-117.234876 Lacustrine Ephemeral 0.46 acre Scetion 404 wetland
- o Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 102 33.8432951 || -117.253260 Rivering Ephemeral 0.04 acre wetland
i Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 117 33.8426467 || -117.253602 Riverine Ephemeral (.06 acre wetlnd 1o
i Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 1354 | 33.8302990 || -117.230536 Rivering Ephemeral 0.27 acre wetland
- _ Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 110 || 33.8641690 || -117.261449 Riverine Ephemeral 0.05 acre wetland "
o Section 404 non-
Miscellancous 111 33.8642157 I -117.261194 Riverine Ephemeral (.03 acre wetland
. Section 404 non-
Misceltaneous 112 | 33.8622765 | -117.260659 Riverine Ephemeral 0.03 acre wetland
- ) Section 404 non-
Miscetlancous 113 33.8638304 | -117.259530 Riverine Ephemeral 0.10 acre wetland
- Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 114 33.8600213 || -117.259209 Riverine Ephemoral 0.22 acic wetland
) : .. Section 404 non-
MisceHaneous 113 33.8548076 4§ -117.256859 Riverine Ephemeral 0.14 acre wetland
oo - § Section 404 non-
Miscellanesus 116 33.8534788 || -117.23579] Riverine Ephemeral < 0,01 acre wetland
- : Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 118 | 33.8451313 | -117.252832 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 zere wetland
- Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous F19 33.8445751 | -117.252089 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 a.cre wetland
I 0.18 acre Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous (20 33.8452957 || -117.250110 Riverine Ephesmeral .18 acr wetland
- _ 0.03 Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 121 33.8304479 || -117.248416 Riveiine Ephemeral .UJ acre wetland
. 0.06 Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 122 33.8230344 || -117.248091 Riverineg Ephemeral .06 acre wetland




Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 123 33.8441535 || -117.248329 Riverine Ephemeral 0.11 acre wetland
o Section 404 non-

Miscellancovs 24 | 33.8231805 || -117.246530 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 acre wetland
I 011 Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 125 33.8344352 || -117.246391 Riverine Ephemeral .11 acre wetland
- 0.10 acre Section 404 noy-

Miscellaneous 126 33.8286841 || -117.24529% Riverine Ephemeral : d wetland
- Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 127 33.8321105 § -1§7.244868 Riverine Ephemeral 0.03 acre wetland
.. Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 128 33.8312627 | -117.244677 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 acre wetland
" ] Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 129 | 33.8230160 | -117.244242 Riverine Ephemesal 0.07 acre wetland
- _ 0.01 acre Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 130 33.8331591 -117.243559 Rivering Ephemeral Ulac wetland
R 0.04 5cre Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 131 31.8245339 | -1 17.2.43438 Riverine Ephemoral . wetland
. - 0.49 Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 132 338283052 § -117.243423 Riverine Ephemeral .47 0TS watland
- 0.62 acn Section 404 non-

Miscellangous 133 338235150 || -117.243319 Riverine Ephemeral .62 acre . wetland
_— 0.02 acte Scetion 404 non-

Miscelianeous 134 33.8234502 || -117.242946 Riverine Ephemeral Vs @ wetland
- Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 135 33.8306293 § -117.241861 Riverine Ephemeral 0.08 acre wetland
o . Section 404 non-

Miscellancous 136 33,8238292 || -117.241287 Riverine Ephemeral 0.24 acre wetland
: .. Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 137 338175109 || -117.240569 Riverine Ephemeral 0.08 acre wetland
. - Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 138 33.8228749 || -117.240287 Riverine Ephemeral 0.08 acre wetland
« . . 2 ~Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 139 33.8443195 | -117.240154 Riverine Ephemeral 0.12 ncre wesland
- i Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 140 338140423 || -117.239(84 Riverine Ephemeral 0.23 acre wetland
N Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 141 33.8146967 || -117.238988 Riverine Ephemeral 0.02 acre wetfand
.. 0 Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 142 33.8146959 || -117.238189 - Riverine Ephemeral 0.05 acre wetland
. . Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 143 - || 33.8231144 § -117.237264 Riverine Ephemeral 0.15 acre wetland
Section 404 non-

Miscellareous 144 33.8227420 || -117.237074 Riverine Ephemeral <0.01 acre wetland
L 0.51 Section 404 non-

Miscelianeous 145 338107055 k -117.236933 Riverine Ephemeral 51 acre wetland
. ) 0.02 acr Section 404 non-

Miscetlaneous 146 33.8235678 || -117.237044 Riverine Ephemeral Wi acre wetland
L. 0.02 Scction 404 non-

Miscellaneous 147 338351690 ¢ -117.226241 Riverine Ephemeral .02 acre wetland
. 0.04 acr Section 404 non-

Miscellaneous 148 33.8447815 || -117.226002 Riverine Ephemeral .04 acre wetland
: — 0.02 Section 404 non-

Miscellaneons 149 33.8354593 || -117.225854 Riverine Ephemeral ,02 sere wetland
Miscellaneous 130 33.8246817 || -117.189820 Riverine Ephemeral < 0.0 acre Section 404 non-




wetland
., Scetion 404 nop-
Miscellaneous 15] 33.8244470 } -117.189621 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 acre wetland
- Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 152 33.8234046 | -117.189553 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 acre wetland
. . Non-Section 10 non-
Miscellancous 133 33.8230190 ~-117,189088 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 acre wetland
) - . Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 154 33.8241676 § -117.186981 Riverine Ephemeral <0.01 acie wetlang
_— Section 404 non-
MisceHaneous 135 33.8234255 || ~117.185475 Riverine Ephemeral 0.06 acre wetland
I Seetion 404 non-
Miscellancous |56 33.8235690 || -117.183163 Riverine Ephemeral 0.03 acre wetland
., . Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 157 33.8239307 {| -117.182807 Riverine Ephemeral 0.0] acre wetland
. Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 158 33.8230433 -117.181063 Riverine Ephemeral 0.02 acre wetland
o ) 0.05 acr Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 159 338239034 | -117.173730 Riverine Ephemeral -U3 acre wetland
, Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 160 338264013 ¢t -117.173029 Riverine Ephemeral 0.23 acre wetland
. Section 404 non-
Miscetlaneous [60a 33.8264013 || -117.173029 Rivering Ephemersl 0.0] acre wetland
.. 0.48 Section 404 non-
Miscellancous 161 33.8276772 | -~117.170440 Rivering Ephemerat .48 acre wetland
. ) Section 404 non~
Miscellaneous 162 33.8280942 | -117.164458 Riverine Ephemeral 0.09 acre wetland
REACH?7 (refer to Mid-County Parkway Jurisdictional Delineation & Assessment Report, Appendix A, Finures 4.6,4.7, 4.8 and 4.9, dated
December 2013) - o
: . ection on-
Reach 7 Agricultbral | 33 839408 | 117096094 Lacustring Percanial 0.36 acre wetland "
Pond
Palustrine, ; 0.10 acre non-wetland Section 404 non-
Drainage System 61 || 33.840758 | -117.139284 emergent Intermittent 1.14 acres wetland wetland ard wetland
Palustrine, . 5 . )
Drainage System 62 33.840778 -117.136060 emergent Perennial 0.21 aere Section 404 wetland
Palustrine, 0.27 acre non-wetland Section 404 nop-
Drainage System 63 33840444 ) -117.135151 smergent Ephemeral 1.34 acres wetlands wetland and wetland
. Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 163 338208722 || ~147.163302 Riverine Ephemeral 0.03 sere wetland
- Section 404 non-
Miscelaneous 164 33.8330050 || -{17.160329 Riverine Epherr%e_rz.ll 0.04 acre wetland
A ) 0.61 : Section 404 non-
Miscellancous 165 33.8344161 -117.15986G3 Riverine Ephemeral .61 acre wettand
- 0.0 ace . Section 404 non-
Miscelimneous 166 33.8340029 || -117.158953 Riverine Ephemeral .0t acre wetland
.. ol Section 404 non-
Miscellancous 167 338376531 || ~117.157097 Riverine Ephemeral 0.01 acre welland
N ] 02 Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 168 33.8206859 4 -117.156542 Riverine Ephemeral 0.02 acre wetland
- 0.08 Section 404 non-
Miscellancous 169 33.8337853 | -117.156307 Riverine Ephemeral .0 acre wetland
- 0.02 acy Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 170 33.8365062 || -117.155637 Riverine Ephemeral .02 acre wetland
L. 0.01 acr Section 404 non-
Miscellaneous 171 33.8375417 || -117.154774 Riverine Ephemeral .01 acre watland




Section 404 non-

Misceltaneous 172 33.8400544 3| -117.063685 Riverine Ephemeral 0.08 acre wetland
ivliscellaneous 173 33.8312158 [ -117.047214 Riverine Ephemeral 0.04 acre ii‘::;?}%404 fon-
Miscellanzous 174 33.8291108 || -117.045224 Riverine Ephemeral 0.34 acre Section 404 non-

wetland

REACH8 (refer to Mid-County Pariway Jurisdictional Defineation & Assessirent Report, App

endlx A, Figures 4.8, 4,9 and 4.10, dated December

2013)
Drainage Systom 60. 1 33820135 || 117019685 | 2SS | pecongial | 114 scres nonwetlang Seclon 404 wetlang._ |
Drainage System 65 | 33.823127 || -117.015652 iﬂ‘g;’;‘: Intermittent | % 80res non-wellang 204 rom et
Drainage Syster1 66§ 33.820561 [ -117.003627 P“‘”“;L’;‘L’;b““‘b' Intermittent Oi‘fig'gﬁ;;‘ﬁ::i‘;;gﬁzd f:g‘i‘;‘:l“igt;::gand
Drainage System 67 || 33.837142 || -117.003459 Riverine Ephemeral || |86 acres non-wedand iii:;‘;‘(‘;"” noo-
Miscellancous 174 | 33.8291106 | -117.045224 Riverine Ephemeral || 027 ctenon-wetland | Section 404 non-

wetland

the U.S. within each feature. Also,
notequal the sum of totals above dus to rounding,

Notes: Drainage Systems include one or more Cowardin Class and Classes of A
each Drainage System above are based on the majority by acreage of wetland (P

quatic Resource. The olassifications assigned to
alustrine) versus non-wetland (Riverine) waters of
the sum of the acreage totals on the cover page of this PID form (wetlandfnon-wetland) may




